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Enclosed please  find the  recommendation of Administra tive  Law Judge  Belinda` A. Mai?
The recommendation has been filed in the  form of an Opinion and Order on:

m .
l

M s

SULPHUR SPRINGS VALLEY ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC.
(RATES)

P urs ua nt to A.A.C. R14-3-1 l0(B), you ma y file  e xce ptions  to the  re comme nda tion of the
Adminis tra tive  La w J udge  by filing a n origina l a nd thirte e n (13) copie s  of the  e xce ptions  with the
Commis s ion's  Docke t Control a t the  a ddre s s  lis te d be low by 4:0Q p.m. on or be fore :

OCTOBER 21, 2016

Th e  e n c lo s e d  is  NO T a n  o rd e r  o f th e  C o m m is s io n ,  b u t  a  re c o m m e n d a t io n  o f th e
Adminis tra tive  La w J udge  to the  Commiss ione rs . Cons ide ra tion of this  ma tte r ha s te nta tive be e n
sche dule d for the  Commiss ion's  Ope n Me e ting to be  he ld on:

OCTOBER 27, 2016 and OCTOBER 28, 2016

For more  informa tion, you ma y conta ct Docke t Control a t (602) 542-3477 or the  He a ring
Div is ion  a t (602) 542-4250 .  F or in form a tion  a bout the  O pe n  Me e ting ,  con ta c t the  Exe cu tive
Dire ctor's  Office  a t (602) 542-3931.

J QDI A. J ERIC
XE C U IR E C TO R

1200 WEST WASHINGTON STREET; PHOEN!X, ARIZONA asa07.2927 /400 WEST CONGRESS STREET; TUCSON, ARiZONA 85701-1347

w w w . a z c c . g o v

This document is available in alternative formats by contacting Shaylin Beman, ADA Coordinator, voice
phone number 602-542-3931, E-mail SAB@al@azcc.gov.
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On this H I M day of Octobe r, 2016, the  following document was  filed with Docke t Control a s  a
De r from the  He a ring D ion,

mailed on behalf of the  Hearing Division to the  following who have not consented to email service .
On th is  da te  or a s  s oon a s  pos s ib le  the re a fte r, the  Commis s ion 's  e Docke t progra m will
a utoma tica lly e ma il a  link to the  file d docume nt to the  following who ha ve  conse nte d to e ma il
service .
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DECISION no.

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF
SULPHUR SPRINGS VALLEY ELECTRIC
COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR A HEARING TO
DETERMINE THE FAIR VALUE OF ITS
PROPERTY FOR RATEMAKING PURPOSES, TO
FIX A JUST AND REASONABLE RETURN

I THEREON, TO APPROVE RATES DESIGNED TO
DEVELOP SUCH RETURN, AND FOR RELATED
APP_ROVALS. _ _ O P INIO N AND O R DE R
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15
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE:

Tucs on, Arizona

Ma y 17, 2016, Tucs on, Arizona

Be linda  A. Ma rtin

16
AP P EARANCES  : Mr. Jeffrey W. Crockett, CROCKETT LAW GROUP,

P.L.L.C., on behalf of Sulphur Springs Valley Electric
Cooperative, Inc.,17

18 Mr. Michael W. Patten, SNELL & WILMER, L.L.P., on
behalf of Trico Electric Cooperative, Inc.,
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Mr. Court s. Rich, ROSE LAW GROUP, P.C., on behalf
of The Energy Freedom Coalition of America,
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Alliance,24
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I BY THE COMMISSION:

2 B AC KG R O UND

Sulphur Springs Valley Electric Cooperative ("SSVEC" or "Cooperative") is a Class A non-

4 profit, member-owned, electric distribution cooperative with its headquarters in Willcox, Arizona.

5 'ssvEc provides service to approximately 58,000 customers, of which approximately 41,500 are

6 residential. The Cooperative serves most of Cochise County and portions of Santa Cruz, Pima, and

7 Grdaam cotmties. SSVEC's service area covers over 5,700 square miles using 4,100 miles of energized

3

8 line s .

9 I

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

2 1

22

23

24

S S VEC is  a  Cla s s  A pa rtia l re quire me nts  me mbe r of Arizona  E le c tric  P owe r Coope ra tive

("AEP CO"), a nd a ls o re ce ive s  powe r from Tucs on Ele ctric  P owe r Compa ny ("TEp").' As  of the  da te

of the  he a ring, S S VEC ha s  no ge ne ra tion fa c ilitie s  e xce pt for two s ma ll s ola r fa c ilitie s : a  1 .2  MW

fa cility ne a r S a n S imon, a nd a  248 kW fa cility ne a r P a ta gonia .2 The  Coope ra tive  ha s  e nte re d into a

purcha s e  powe r a gre e me nt ("P P A") for a  20 MW s ola r fa cility loca te d in Cochis e  County to be  le a s e d

from AEP CO, which is  e xpe cte d to come  online  by the  e nd of 2016.3

According to  S ta ff's  e ngine e ring witne s s , S S VEC is  prope rly ope ra ting a nd ma inta ining its

e le ctrica l s ys te m. S ta ff s ta te s  the  Coope ra tive  is  pe rforming improve me nts , upgra de s , a nd ne w pla nt

a dditions  to me e t the  curre nt a nd proje cte d loa d re quire me nts  in a n e fficie nt a nd re lia ble  ma nne r. S ta ff

conclude s  tha t the  improve me nts , upgra de s , a nd a dditions  a re  re a s ona ble  a nd a ppropria te , a nd tha t

S S VEC's  pla nt in s e rvice  is  us e d a nd us e ful. S ta ff note d tha t the  Coope ra tive  ha s  a n a cce pta ble  le ve l

of s ys te m los s e s , a nd ha s  a  s a tis fa ctory re cord of s e rvice  inte rruptions  from 2010 .- 2014.4 As  of the

da te  of the  he a ring, the re  we re  no unre s olve d compla ints  a ga ins t the  Coope ra tive .5

S S VEC's  la s t full ra te  ca s e  wa s  de cide d in De cis ion No. 71274 (S e pte mbe r 8, 2009) - 16 ye a rs

a fte r its  prior ra te  ca s e . The  Commis s ion modifie d tha t De cis ion in De cis ion No. 73349 (Augus t 21,

2012), dire cting the  Coope ra tive  to file  with its  ne xt ra te  a pplica tion a n a na lys is  of time -of-us e  ("TOU")

25

26

27

28

1 Hearing Exhibit ("EX-") A-1, page 2.
2 Ex. A-1, page 2.
3 Transcript of Hearing ("Tr. _"), at 104, 129 -. 131. Creden Huber, SSVEC's CEO, testified that the terms of the PPA are
confidential.
4 Ex. S-4, page 3.
5 Tr. at 91 .
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l

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

ra te s . The  a na lys is  wa s  to include  a  TOU ra te  s che dule  a ime d a t ma ximizing cus tome r pa rticipa tion in

a  TOU progra m."

S S VEC's  curre nt ra te s  we re  e s ta blis he d in De cis ion No. 74381 (Ma rch 19, 2014) us ing the

4 s tre a mline d a pplica tion proce s s  unde r Arizona  Adminis tra tive  Code  ("A.A.C.") R14-2-107.

On April 14, 2015, S S VEC tile d a  Ne t Me te ring ("NM") a pplica tion with the  Commis s ion for:

(1) a pprova l of a  ne w Ne t Me te ring Ta riff S che dule  NM-2, (2) re vis ions  to the  Coope ra tive 's  e xis ting

Ne t Me te ring  Ta riff S c he du le  NM; a nd  (3 ) a pprova l o f a  pa rtia l wa ive r o f the  Commis s ion 's  ne t

me te ring nile s .7 S ta ff a nd othe r pa rtie s  to the  docke t obje c te d, a s s e rting tha t the  ma tte r wa s  more

prope rly cons ide re d in  conne c tion with  a  full ra te  a pplica tion. In  De c is ion No. 75295 (Octobe r 27,

2015) the  Commis s ion dis mis s e d the  a pplica tion without pre judice  in orde r for the  NM is s ue s  to be

he a rd in S S VEC's  ra te  ca s e .

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

On Augus t 31 , 2015, S S VEC tile d  with  the  Commis s ion  its  a pplica tion  for a  ra te  inc re a s e

13 ("Applica tion") us ing a  De ce mbe r 31, 2014, te s t ye a r.

Inte rve ntion in this  ma tte r wa s  gra nte d to Arizona  P ublic  S e rvice  Compa ny ("AP S "), Ene rgy

Fre e dom Coa lition of Ame rica  ("EFCA"), Arizona  S ola r Ene rgy Indus trie s  As s ocia tion ("AriS EIA"),

Arizona  S ola r De ployme nt Allia nce  ("AS DA"), a nd Trico Ele c tric  Coope ra tive  ("Tr*ico"). EFCA wa s

the  only inte rve nor to pre s e nt a  witne s s  a nd provide  writte n te s timony a nd brie fs  in the  proce e ding.

The  Commis s ion took public comme nts  a t the  comme nce me nt of the  he a ring a nd a ls o re ce ive d

hundre ds  of writte n le tte rs  a nd e ma ils  from me mbe rs  of the  public. Ma ny individua ls  a nd bus ine s s e s

providing comme nt we re  loca te d outs ide  of S S VEC's  s e rvice  a re a , a s  it wa s  wide ly pe rce ive d tha t the

is s ue s  of cha nge s  in the  ne t me te ring ta riff ha d s ta te wide  implica tions . The  va s t ma jority of individua ls

ma king comme nts  in this  docke t we re  oppos e d to a ny cha nge s  in the  re s ide ntia l dis tribute d ge ne ra tion

("DG") ra te  de s ign, the  ne t me te ring ("NM") ta riff, a nd the  Coope ra tive 's  propos e d incre a s e s  in the

monthly s e rvice  a va ila bility cha rge s . Othe rs  voice d the ir dis a pprova l of pa ying ra te s  a nd cha rge s  tha t

ma y s ubs idize  the  rooftop s ola r s ys te ms  of othe r me mbe rs .

26

27

28

6 Decision No. 73349, page 2.
7 DocketNo. E-015'15A-15-0127, In the Mailer ofSulphur Springs Valley Electric Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of New
Net Metering TarHfScheduleNM-2, and Revisions to the Existing Net Metering Tar[8"Schedule NM
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THE  AP P LIC ATIO N1

2 SSVEC s ta te s  tha t it filed the  current Applica tion because  it needs  an upda ted ra te  des ign to

3 make needed changes to the  Cooperative 's  ra tes that will enable  it to recover the  fixed costs associated

4 with providing s e rvice  to its  me mbe rs

5 In its  Applica tion, SSVEC sought an increase  in gross  tes t year revenues of$3,lOl,498, or 3.17

6 percent, from $97,703,142 to $100,804,640.9 The  proposed revenue  requirement was based on a  Fa ir

7 Va lue  Ra te  Base  ("FVRB") of $208,373,755.10

8 The Coopera tive  origina lly proposed a  ra te  design tha t included: (1) increased monthly service

9 a va ila bility cha rge s  for mos t cla s se s  to be  pha se d in ove r a  pe riod of l - 4 ye a rs ; (2) ne w ta riffs  for

10 re s identia l DG cus tomers  who submitted inte rconnection agreements  on and a fte r April 15, 2015; (3)

l l re vis io n s  to  th e  e xis tin g  NM ta riff fo r cu s to me rs  wh o  co n n e c te d  to  th e  g rid  o r s u b mitte d

12 interconnection agreements prior to April 15, 2015; (4) changes to the  volumetric ra tes , and (5) changes

13 to certa in service  charges and service  conditions.

14 SSVEC and S ta ff agreed on the  majority of issues  surrounding the  Applica tion, with the  main

15 disagreement among a ll pa rtie s  be ing the  trea tment of DG customers  and NM. EFCA a lso objected to

16 the  ove ra ll re s ide ntia l ra te  de s ign.

1 7

18 EFCA a sse rts  tha t the  Applica tion is  le ga lly de ficie nt a nd should not be  a pprove d be ca use

19 SSVEC a lle ge dly fa ile d to provide  the  re quire d a na lyse s  a nd cos t of se rvice  s tudie s  re la ting to DG

20 cus tomers  a s  pa rt of its  Applica tion, pursuant to the  requirements  of A.A.C. R14-2-103.

21 S ta ff a nd S S VEC s ta te  tha t the  Applica tion conta ine d a ll of the  s che dule s  a nd infonna tion

22 required of the  Coopera tive  by A.A.C. R14-2-103 and note  tha t Staff deemed the  Applica tion sufficient

23 on September 30, 2015.

24 EFCA is  confus ing the  re quire me nt for a  utility to provide  the  s ufficie nt informa tion a nd

25 documenta tion necessa ry under A.A.C. R14-2-103, with the  Coopera tive 's  need to provide  sufficient

Suffic iencv of the  Applica tion

Ex. A-1, page 3
Id
Id., page 7. The Cooperative's original cost rate base is the same as its FVRB. Ex. S-1, page 5. SSVEC did not prepare a

schedule showing the elements of Reconstruction Cost New Rate Base

DECIS ION NO
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Revenue Requirement

1 information and evidence  to mee t its  burden of proof

2 The  Applica tion submitted by SSVEC complied with the  bas ic requirements  of A.A.C. R14-2-

3 103. Accordingly, SSVEC's  Applica tion is  le ga lly sufficie nt.

4

5 ll S S VEC in itia lly p ropos e d  a  re ve nue  incre a s e  o f $3 ,l01 ,498 , a nd  S ta ff a cce p te d  the

6 Cooperative 's proposal. In its Su1Tebuttal testimony, SSVEC requested an increase in rate case expense

7 from $200,000 to $409,770 (amortized ove r three  yea r-s )." Afte r review of the  Coopera tive 's  invoices

8 related to rate  case expense, Staff agreed to SSVEC's request, resulting in a  total increase in the revenue

9 requirement of $3,171,42l, for a  tota l revenue  requirement of $100,874,563.12

10

l l S ta ff made  no adjus tments  to SSVEC's  proposed ra te  base  of $208,373,755, comprised a s

I
Ra te  Ba s e

Qescription13

Gross  Utility P la nt in Se rvice

Less : Accumula ted Deprecia tion

Ne t Utility P la nt in S e rvice

$328,798,905

121,55L_Q67

207,245,838

(2,732,323)

(96,78 U

(2,829,104)

Customer Deposits

Customer Advances

Tota l Deductions

Cash Working Capita l

Mate ria ls  and Supplies 2,650,491

1.306,530

$208,373,755

The record supports finding that a $208,373,755 FVRB is fair and reasonable, and should be

Prepayments

Tota l Rate  Base

1 2  fo llo ws :

13

1 4

1 5

16 I

1 7

1 8

1 9

20  1

2 1

2 2

23

2 4

2 5 1 a dopte d  in  th is  ca s e .

2 6

2 7

2 8

11 Ex. A-6, page 25.
12 Ex. S-3, Revised Surrebuttal Testimony Schedule CSB
13 id,, Revised Surrebuttal Testimony Schedule CSB - 2.

1, 1.10.

5 DECIS ION NO.
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Operating Revenue and Expenses

I

1

2 After the $209,770 adjustment for rate case expense (amortized over three years), Staff and

3 SSVEC agree on adjusted test year revenues of $97,703,142, and adjusted test year operating expenses

4 of $87,515,309, resulting in adjusted test year operating income of $l0,l87,833, and a rate of return of

5 1.95 percent on its 1=vRB.14 No other party objected to the adjusted operating revenue and expenses.

6 The test year operating revenues and expenses are reasonable and we adopt them.

7

8 Based on the agreement of the parties, we authorize an increase of $3,171,421 over test year

9 revenues of $97,703,142, or 3.25 percent, for total revenue of 3100,874,563, as illustrated below:15

10 _

11

12

13

14

Authorized Revenue Increa_se

Adjusted Fair Value  Rate  Base

Adjusted Opera ting Income

Current Ra te  of Re turn

Required Opera ting Income

Required Ra te  of Re turn

Opera ting Income  Deficiency

Gross Revenue Conversion Factor

Increase  in Gross Revenue Requirement

$208,373,755

$10,187,833

1.95%

$13,359,254

6.41%

$3:171,421

1.000

$3,171,421

Staff calculated SSVEC's Debt Service Coverage Ratio at 1.85 and the Times Interest Earned

20 Ratio at 2.20.16 SSVEC's current capital structure consists of 63.50 percent long-term debt and 36.50

21 | percent equity."

Based on the evidence, the revenue increase of $3,171,421 is reasonable and we adopt it.

23 I Base Cost of Porch_ased Power

SSVEC's  current ba se  cos t of the  purchased power is  $0.072127 pe r kph, which was  se t in

25 I Decis ion No. 71274. SSVEC proposes  to reduce  the  base  cos t of purchase  power to $0.065857 pe r

14 Id.,Revised Surrebuttal Testimony Schedules CSB-l and CSB-5.
15 Id., Revised Surrebuttai Testimony Schedule CSB-1 and CSB-4.
16Id., Revised Surrebuttal Testimony Schedule CSB-l .
17 Ex. A-9, Revised Exhibit DWI-I-2.0 (Revised Reference Schedule G-6.3).

6 DECIS ION NO.
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Cost of Service Studv

12

14 •

1 kph to more closely align with the Cooperative's current cost of power. Staff accepts SSVEC's

2 proposal" and no party has objected.

3 The proposed base cost of power is reasonable and we adopt it.

4

5 SSVEC provided a Cost of Service Study ("COSS") using the same methodology utilized by

6 the Cooperative in the past, and also used by Trice Electric Cooperative, Inc., Navopache Electric

7 Cooperative, Inc., and Mohave Electric Cooperative Inc." Staffs COSS witness testified that SSVEC

8 used an acceptable methodology to functionalize, classify, arid allocate costs to the various customer

9 classes." Staff made one change to the COSS relating to the customer count for the Residential Class."

10 Staff concludes that the COSS is reasonable and recommends that the Commission accept SSVEC's

l l COSS as adjusted by Staff.22

Staff also recommends dirt, in future rate cases, SSVEC should make the following two

13 adjustments to revenue and costs in the COSS:

| Residential Auxi l iary Rate Schedule customers should be included as part of  the

15 Residential Class, rather than the General Service class.

16 General Service RV Parks Rate Schedule customers should be included as part of the

17 Large Power class, rather than the General Service class."

18 SSVEC agrees with Staffs conditions regarding its next coss.24

19 Staffs recommendations are reasonable and we adopt them.

20 |' Revenue Allocation

21 Illustrated below are the adjusted test year class allocations and Staffs proposed revenue

22 increases by customer class prior to Staffs adjustments for the additional $209,770 in rate case

23 expense, which will be allocated proportionally among the five main customer classes. The revenue

24

25

26 120>x.

27

28

18 Ex. S-5, page 2.

19 Ex. A-4, page 6.

S-7, page 4.
21 Id.

22 Id., page 5.
23 Id., page 41.

24 Ex. A-6, page 4.

7 DECIS ION NO.
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Customer Class
Curre nt Adjus te d TY Staffs Proposed

Revenue27
Percent Increas e

Re s ide ntia l 845,438,233 $47,177,073 3.83

Gene ra l S e rvice $13,950,171 $14,872,397 6.61

Large P owe r $14,180,725 $14,540,169 2.53

Irriga tion $16,313,056 $16,479,559 1.02

Lig h tin g $846,698 $882,397 4.22

S pe cia l Contra cts $3,664,893 $3,664,874 N/A

Othe r Re ve nue $3,309,366 $3,200,541 N/A

Tota l $97,703,142 $100,817,010 3.19

DOCKE T n o .  E -0 1 5 7 5 A-1 5 -0 3 1 2 .a

1 totals include Power Cost Adjustor revenue.
25

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9 1

10

1 1

12 S ta ff s ta te s  tha t, ba s e d on the  Coope ra tive 's  S che dule  G-1.0 , the  ove ra ll s ys te m re turn  is

13 re porte d to be  a pproxima te ly 4.923 pe rce nt. S ta ff note s  tha t the  COS S  re fle cts  tha t the  Re s ide ntia l,

14 Ge ne ra l S e rvice , a nd Lighting ra te  c la s s e s  a re  curre ntly pa ying le s s  tha n the ir cos t of s e rvice . Ms .

15 P a lla dino te s tifie d tha t, "a fte r incorpora ting the  propos e d re ve nue  incre a s e , the  ove ra ll s ys te m re turn

16 'ha s  incre a s e d to 6.411 pe rce nt. The  propos e d re ve nue  incre a s e  a ls o le a ds  to a n improve me nt of the

17 re la tive  ra te s  of re turn for the  Re s ide ntia l, Ge ne ra l S e rvice , a nd Lighting ra te  cla s s e s . S ta ff s upports

18 moving gra dua lly towa rd le s s  inte r-cla s s  s ubs idie s . S ta ff a gre e s  with the  re ve nue  a lloca tion propos e d

19 by ssvi8c."2f'
20 The  a lloca tion of the  re ve nue  incre a s e  a pprove d he re in is  in the  public  inte re s t a s  it s trike s  a

21 I fa ir and reas onable  ba lance  be tween the  va rious  ra te  cla s s es .

22 Rate Design

23

24

25

SSVEC' s revenue requirement recovery is split between a fixed charge and a volumetric charge .

The General Service, Large Power, and Irrigation classes have an additional billing demand

component, and the Lighting class has a per-unit rate. Staffobsewes that, "[v]a1'iations in usage among

26

27

28

25 Ex. S-7, page 5.
26 Total adjusted test year revenue from Ex. A-l, Schedule E-7.5 .
27 Staffs originally proposed revenue from Ex. S-7, Schedule RSP-2.
2:1 Ex. S-7, pages 5 - 6.
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Fixe d Cos ts  Ca te gorie s Am o u n t

Fixed Purchased Power Costs $29.22

Dis tribution (Wire s ) Cos ts $25.05

Total Customer Costs $25.97

T O T AL  R E S IDE NT IAL  F IXE D C O S T S $80.24

4 DOCKETNO. E-01575A-15_03I2

1 cus tome rs  in the  s a me  cla s s  ha ve  incre a s e d for a  numbe r of re a s ons  (including s e a s ona l cus tome rs ,

2 va ca nt home s , a nd dis tribute d ge ne ra tion). This  ma ke s  re cove ry of the  re ve nue  re quire me nt difficult

3 with e xis ting ra te  de s ign. S ta ff be lie ve s  tha t ra te s  should now be  more  close ly ba se d on the  a ctua l cos ts

4 to se rve  e a ch cus tome r cla s s ."29 Although S ta ff would pre fe r the  a doption of a  dorre e -pa rt ra te  de s ign

5 comprise d of a  monthly fixe d cha rge , a  de ma nd cha rge , a nd a n e ne rgy cha rge , S ta ff a cknowle dge s  tha t

6 S S VEC doe s  not ha ve  the  sys te m a nd me te ring ca pa bility in pla ce  to imple me nt a  de ma nd cha rge  for

7 m os t of its  re s ide ntia l cus tom e rs ."

8 S S VEC ha s  propose d ra te  de s igns  for its  va rious  cla s se s  tha t it be lie ve s  will be gin the  proce ss

9 of gra dua lly moving ra te s  towa rd gre a te r re cove ry omits  fixe d cos ts  re la te d to the  provis ion of se rvice  1

10 The  Coope ra tive 's  m a in  conce rn  is  a ddre s s ing  the  is s ue  of unre cove re d  fixe d  cos ts  tha t S S VEC

l l |  a ttribute s  to its  ne t me te re d me mbe rs ." In orde r to a chie ve  this  goa l, the  Coope ra tive  se e ks  to incre a se

12 the  m onthly s e rvice  a va ila bility cha rge s  ove r one -to-four ye a rs , de pe nding on the  ta riff In a ddition,

13 the  Coope ra tive  s e e ks  the  a doption of ne w cus tome r cla s s ifica tions  a nd ta riffs  for re s ide ntia l DG a nd

14 pa rtia l re quire me nts  cus tome rs .

15

16 As  ca lcula te d in the  COS S , the  fixe d cos ts  for the  Re s ide ntia l cla ss  a re  a s  follow:33

17

18

19

20

2 1

22

23

24 ll . . .

25

26

27

28

Residential Class

29 Id., page 6.

so Id., page 7.
31 Ex A-2, page 5.

Hz ld., page 5.
as Ex. S-7, page 10.
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Current P ha s e  1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4

Monthly cha rge $10.25 $15.00 $18.00 $22.00 $25.00

Charge per kwh35 $0.126038 $0.117518 $0.112858 $0.106764 $0.102038

P ha s e  1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4

Ave ra ge  - 682 kph Curre nt bill - $91.93

Amount $95.15 $94.97 $94.81 $94.59

Incr.l(Decr.) $3.22 ($0.18) ($0.16) ($0.22)

% Incr./Decr. 3.50% -0.19% -0.17% -0.23%

Me dia n .- 550 kph Curre nt bill - $76.12

Amount $79.63 $80.07 $80.72 $81.12

Incr./(Decr.) $3.51 $0.44 $0.65 $0.40

% Incr./Decr. 4.61% 0.55% 0.81% 0.50%

Current Phase  I Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4

Monthly cha rge $10.25 $25.00 $33.00 $40.00 $50.00

Cha rge  pe r kph $0.126038 $0.119768 $0.119768 $0.119768 $0.119768

DOCKETNO. E-01575A-15-0312 4

1 Residential Rate Schedule

2 Below are the current and proposed rate designs for standard Residential customers:34

3

4
I

5

6

7

8

Illustrated below are the approximate bill impacts of the proposed rates on standard Residential

customers with average and median usage:3°

9

1 0

11 I
12
1 3

1 4

1 5

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9 Residential DG - Existing

20
Below are the current and proposed rate designs for existing Residential DG customers:37

21

22
I

23

24

25

26

27

28

34 Ex. A-l, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4.02.
as Energy charge prior to application of $0.006270 Power Cost Adjustor.
as Ex. A-l, Attachment 5, Schedule H»4.02. These numbers reflect proposed rates with the adoption of separate rates for
existing and new residential DG customers. If those rates are rejected, these numbers will be modified to ensure the
Cooperative is able to collect its authorized revenues.
37 Id., Attachment 5, Schedule 1-1-4.03 .
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P ha s e  1 Phase 2 P ha s e  3 Phase 4

Ave ra ge  - 218 kph Curre nt b ill $36.36

Amount $51.11 $59.11 $66.11 $76.11

Incr./(Deon) $14.75 $8.00 $7.00 $10.00

% Incr./Decr. 40.57% 15.65% 11.84% 15.13%

Phase  I Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4

Monthly cha rge $25.00 $33.00 $40.00 $50.00

Cha rge  pe r kph $0.104617 $0.095467 30.083316 $0.071165

P h a s e  1 Phase 2 P h a s e  3 Phase 4

Ave ra ge  - 218 kph Curre nt b ill .- $36.36

Amount $48.46 $53.81 $58.16 $65.51

Inch,/(Decr.) $12.10 $5.35 $4.35 $7.35

% Incr./Decr. 33.28% 11.04% 8.08% 12.64%

DOCKETNO. E-01575A-15-0312

1 Illus tra ted be low is  the  approxima te  bill impact of the  proposed ra te s  on exis ting Res identia l

2 DG customers  with average  usage :38

Residential DG - New

Below are the current and proposed rate designs for new Residential DG customers: 39

Illus tra ted be low are  the  approximate  bill impact of the  proposed ra tes  on new Residentia l DG

Establishment of Partial Requirements Rate Classes

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23 |

24

25

26

27

28

S S VEC

The Cooperative  proposes two new Residentia l ra te  schedules:

Schedule  R-PR E - Partia l Requirements Service , Standby Service , Backup Service  (for

exis ting residentia l partia l requirements  customers), and

38 Id.
39Id .
40 Id.
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DOCKET no. E-01575A-15-0312

• Schedule R-PR -- Partial Requirements Service, Standby Service, Backup Service (for1

2

3

4

5 service territory has resulted in a substantial increase in unrecovered fixed costs. The Cooperative

6 believes that the amount of lost fixed costs attributable to its net metered members at the end of the

7 2014 test year was $1 ,139,013.41 SSVEC also relates that as the number of members with installed DG

new res identia l pa rtia l requirements  customers).

SSVEC is  a lso advoca ting changes  in the  NM ta riff, which will be  discussed la te r.

SSVEC argues tha t the  recent prolifera tion of photovolta ic ("PV") systems in the  Coopera tive ' s

8 increases, so, too, do the lost fixed costs. During the test year, the number of members with installed

9 DG went from 781 Residential customers to 1,013. As of April l, 2016, there were 1,147.42 SSVEC

10 witness, David Hedrick, stated:

11

12

13

14

15
To prevent this problem from escalating, SSVEC proposes the new residential DG rate classes

16 and also to increase the monthly service availability charge for both DG and non-DG customers, while

17 simultaneously decreasing the energy charge, over four phases, as illustrated in the charts above. In

18 addition, the Cooperative is proposing similar rate changes for other customer classes, aware shown

19 herein.
20

SSVEC acknowledges Staffs preference for a three-part rate design, but explains that its

21 current system and metering capabilities do not allow for the implementation of a real-time, three-part

22 rate.44 As such, the Cooperative must use a two-part rate design, and believes its solution of establishing

23 a separate rate class for DG customers is appropriate. Mr. Hedrick asserts that the record supports a

22 finding that DG customers are substantially different than non-DG customers because DG customers

26

27

28

The existing ra te  structure  was not designed to appropria te ly recover the  costs  of providing
se rvice  from a  me mbe r with dis tribute d ge ne ra tion. If this  s itua tion with the  re cove ry of
cos ts  is  not addressed, then the  los t fixed cos ts  from cus tomers  with [DG] will eventua lly
have  to be  recognized as  a  cost to be  recovered from a ll of the  remaining customers  with
consumption. The  re sult is  tha t the  cus tomers  with [DG] do not pay the  appropria te  fixed
de ma nd a nd cus tome r cos ts  for the  provis ion of e le ctric se rvice  while  the  re ma inde r of
customers pay more  than the ir equitable  share  of those  costs . Without addressing the  ra te
is sue , the  ins ta lla tion of [DG] will shift cos ts  from one  group to anothe r."

41 Ex. A-2, page 5, Ex. A-10.
42 Ex. A-6, page 7.
43 Ex. A-5, page ll.
44 Ex. S-7, page 7.
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l genera te  a  la rge  portion of the ir energy requirements  themselves." In response  to ERICA's  contention

2 tha t it would be  dis crimina tory to ca rve  out cus tome rs  with ins ta lle d DG whe n othe r re s ide ntia l

3 customers in the  Residentia l class a lso take measures to reduce their load through energy efficiency or

4 other means, SSVEC argues that solar DG customers have "unique characteristics and present unique

5 cos t re cove ry is s ue s  tha t dis tinguis h the m from a ll o the r cus tome rs  who re duce  the ir e ne rgy

6 consumption through me a ns  othe r tha n DG."46 In a ddition, SSVEC re la te s  tha t fe w me mbe rs  ha ve

7 ta ke n a dva nta ge  of the  Coope ra tive 's  e ne rgy e fficie ncy progra ms , noting tha t, "the  a ve ra ge  e ne rgy

8 s a vings  for a  cus tom e r pa rtic ipa ting  in  the  he a t pum p progra m  wa s  57  kph pe r m onth  a nd the  s a vings

9 for a  customer in the  water hea te r program was 85 kph per month."47 SSVEC asserts  tha t leve l of los t

10 kph sa les  and the  re la ted los t fixed cos ts  would be  cons ide rably higher for a  re s identia l DG member."

i t SSVEC contests  ERICA's argument tha t the  Coopera tive  viola ted A.A.C. R14-2-2305 because

12 it fa iled to submit a  sola r-specific COSS and benefit/cost ana lysis . A.A.C. R14-2-2305 s ta tes :

13

14

Net Metering charges shall be assessed on a nondiscriminatory basis. Any proposed change
tha t would incre a se  a  Ne t Me te ring Cus tome r's  cos ts  be yond those  of cus tome rs  with
s imila r loa d cha ra cte ris tics  or cus tome rs  in the  s a me  ra te  cla s s  tha t the  Ne t Me te ring
Cus tome r would qua lify for if not pa rticipa ting in Ne t Me te ring s ha ll be  file d by the
Electric Utility with the  Commiss ion for cons ide ra tion and approva l. The  charges  sha ll be
fully supported with cos t of se rvice  s tudies  and benefit/cos t ana lyses . The  Electric Utility
shall have the  burden of proof on any proposed charge

In response  to Staff and ERICA's arguments about the  effect of the  DG proposals  upon fila ture

sola r ins ta lla tions  in SSVEC's  se rvice  ten'itory, Mr. Hedrick s ta ted

S S VEC obse rve s  tha t nothing in the  rule  re quire s  sola r-spe cific s tudie s ."*' In a ddition, Mr

18 Hedrick te s tified tha t a  sepa ra te  COSS was  not necessa ry because  the  cos ts  of providing se rvice  to

19 res identia l cus tomers  a re  essentia lly the  same

20

21

22 Rates are  based on mown and measurable costs and are designed to be fair and equitable
The  prima ry obje ctive  is  to provide  sa fe  a nd re lia ble  s e rvice  to me mbe rs  a t the  lowe s t
reasonable  ra tes. SSVEC is a lways concerned about the impact that energy prices have on
the  pe rsona l e conomics  of its  members . Howeve r, it would be  entire ly inappropria te  for
SSVEC or the  Commiss ion to include  in its  crite ria  for de te rmina tion of e lectric ra te s  and
credits , whether those  ra tes  flow customers with insta lled DG to earn an acceptable  re turn

24

Ex. A-6, page 7
Id ., page 12
Id., page 12
Id., page 12
SSVEC Response Brief, page 13
Ex. A-6, pa ge  ll
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on the ir inves tment. It is  not the  responsibility of the  members  of SSVEC or ra tepayers  of
any other utility to subsidize  .customers with insta lled DG or to guarantee  the  ra te  of re turn
on the ir inves tments  in DG

S ta ff

Staff concluded that SSVEC's proposed Residential DG rate schedules are not in the public

interest at this time and recommends that the Commission reject them

Staff accepts the Cooperative's claim of a $1,139,013 under recovery during the test year, but

asserts that DG members are not the only customers who have reduced energy consumption since

SSVEC's last full rate case. Staff notes that some customers have implemented energy efficiency

measures and some homes have become vacant, for example." Staff also testified that SSVEC's

assertion that all $1 .1 million of under recovery is attributable to DG customers is not verifiable, and it

may not be possible to state with specificity what the exact amount might be." Instead, Staff contends

that SSVEC's inability to recover its authorized revenue is a product of its rate design. In order for the

Cooperative to recover more of its fixed costs, Staff believes that the rate design should be more closely

based on the actual costs to serve each customer class." Further, according to Staff, "because Tariff

DG-E increases the customer charge while holding the energy charge constant, this proposal will result

in an increase in rates without determining a fair value and without a determination of the impact on

the Company's fair value rate of return, which may be prohibited." Scores v. Arizona Corporation

Commission, 118 Ariz. 531, 578 P.2d 612 (App. 1978)

Although Staff and SSVEC agree on the cost of service of $80.24 for the residential class

overall, Staff notes that the Cooperative did not provide a COSS specific to DG customers. Rather, in

a separate calculation to support its Residential DG rate schedules, SSVEC "added together the

purchased power demand costs and the distribution wire costs that it is required to pay regardless of

how much power a customer uses to arrive at a $50 customer charge

Staff also claims that implementation of the Cooperative's proposed residential DG rates may

slow die installation of rooftop DG in SSVEC's territory. Staffs asserts its model reflects that, at a

Ex. A-7, page 12. (Emphasis original.)
Ex. S-8, page 3
Tr. at 550. 656
Ex. S-8, page 4
Staff Closing Brief, page 8
Staff C1osing Brietta page 8, Exs. A-10, A-11, A-12
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1 $50.00 charge per month for a DG customer, an adverse solar market would be created and rooftop

2 solar would not be a commercially viable investment for SSVEC's customers."

3 Accordingly, Staff asserts that SSVEC has not met its burden of proving that a separate

4 I residential DG rate class is in the public interest.

5 However, Staff disagrees with ERICA's contention that the Cooperative's proposal to create a

6 separate residential DG class violates A.A.C. Rl4-2-2305. Staff states that although it does not support

Staff supports SSVEC's proposed rate schedule for the standard Residential rate schedule

10 because the COSS demonstrates an under-recovery of fixed costs from the residential class as a whole.

11 Staff does not agree with EFCA that the increase from $10.25 to $25.00 over four years violates the

12 I principle of gradualism, for, although the increase in the amount of the monthly lived charge is large,

13 the energy charges are decreased. The net effect is an overall increase in the monthly average bill of

14 approximately $3 .50. Further, Staff believes that rates should now be more closely based on the actual

costs to serve each customer class and supports the placement of more fixed costs in the monthly

7 the implementation of separate residential DG rate schedules in this instance, such an action is

8 I permissib1e.58

9

15

16 |  cha rge , ra the r tha n die  volum e tric  cha rge ." S ta ff note s  tha t S S VEC s pe nt m uch tim e  a nd m one y to

17 educate its members in meetings and with mailers regarding the four-year phase-in of the new rates,

18 and states: "A four-year phase-in of rates moves away from recovering so much of the fixed costs

19 through a variable charge, but does so in a gradual manner."60

20 l Staff explains that the rejection of the residential DG rate schedules and the approval of the

21 $25.00 monthly Chmge for all residential customers will result in a shortfall in required revenues of

22 approximately $315,000 in the Residential Class, Staff recommends that the energy charge be adjusted

23 over the four phases to fully recover the revenue shortfall.61

24 EFCA

25 In order to treat DG customers differently than its non-DG customers, EFCA argues that

26

27

28

57 Tr. at 991 .

as Staf f  Closing Brief , page ll.

59 Ex. S-7, page 6, Ex. S-8, page 4.

60 Ex. S-8, page 5.

61 Id., page 6.
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l SSVEC has the burden to demonstrate that differential treatment is just, reasonable, and

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

nondiscriminatory. EFCA claims that the Cooperative must also conduct solar-specific cost-of-service

studies using actual data and benefit/cost analyses to prove disparate treatment is warranted.

EFCA argues that under Commission Rules, in order to impose higher charges on DG

customers than all other customers with similar load characteristics, or on customers in the same rate

class as the DG customer would qualify for if not participating in net metering, SSVEC carries the

burden of proof and must support the differential treatment with a COSS and benefit/cost analyses.°2

EFCA asserts that SSVEC has failed to submit the requisite studies or analyses needed to support

differential treatment of DG customers.639

1 0 EFCA contends that SSVEC's proposed service availability charge for both residential DG

11 'customers and residential non-DG customers violates Ute policy of gradualism, subject the

12 Cooperative's members to rate shock, and do not constitute just and reasonable rates. EFCA's witness

13 testified that he has not seen such dramatic rate increases before.64

1 4 Analvsis and Resolution - Residential Rate Design

1 5

16

1 7

Utilitie s  ha ve  tra ditiona lly us e d two-pa rt volume tric ra te s , cons is ting of a  fixe d cus tome r

charge, and an energy charge based on kWh sold, to recover the costs of serving residential customers.

Until fa irly re ce ntly, the  loa d cha ra cte ris tics  of re s ide ntia l cus tome rs  we re  re la tive ly homoge ne ous ,

18 such tha t the  s imple  two-pa rt ra te s , de s igne d ba se d on a ve ra ge  consumption a ssumptions , did a n

19 adequa te  job of recovering the  costs  of se rvice . The  short-coming of two-pan ra tes  is  tha t if customers

20 use  fe we r kWhs , for wha te ve r re a son, including e ne rgy e fficie ncy products , a  de s ire  to prote ct the

21 environment, or to save money, these rates do not recover all of the costs of service.

SSVEC presented evidence that it has experienced a significant under-recovery of fixed costs.

23 I-Iowever, we do not believe that the Cooperative has demonstrated that the entirety of its under-

24 recovery can be attributed to the adoption of rooftop solar in its service area. Although a separate COSS

25 schedule  for re s identia l DG cus tomers  is  not required, it like ly would have  been beneficia l. However,

26 we  disagree  with EFCA tha t the  crea tion of a  sepa ra te  re s identia l DG cus tomer cla ss , in-and-of itse lf,

so EFCA Post-Hearing Brief, pages 2-3 .

63 ld., page 4.

64 Tr. at 863.
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Curre nt Phase  1 P hase  2 Phase  3 Phase  4

Monthly cha rge $16.50 $16.50 $19.50 $23.50 $26.50

4

U DOCKET NO. E-01575A-15-0312

1

2

3

4

is discriminatory. Nor do we believe that failure to provide a solar-specific COSS or benefit/cost

analysis pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-2305 necessarily prohibits implementation of tariffs for partial

requirements customers such as residential DG members. Each case depends on the evidence presented.

In this instance, SSVEC did not provide sufficient evidence to support creation of a separate residential

DG customer class.

This does not mean that SSVEC's significant under-recovery of fixed costs can be ignored. The

7 Cooperative does not have a lost fixed cost mechanism, nor does it have investors who can absorb lost

8 costs - all losses fall back to the Cooperative's members. Although Staff's recommendation for three-

9 part rates consisting of a monthly charge, demand charges, and an energy charge may be reasonable at

10 a future point in time, because of SSVEC's system and equipment limitations such a design is not

11 feasible at this time.

12 Given the two-part rate design, it is necessary to place more of the fixed costs of the Residential

13 customer class in the monthly service availability charge and rely less on the energy charge to cover

14 the fixed costs. Although the increase of the monthly charge from $10.25 to $25.00 is substantial, it is

15 spread over four years. Coupled with the decreasing energy charge rates, the net increase to the

16 residential customer is approximately $3.50. Accordingly, we believe the proposed standard

5

6

Residential Time-of-Use Rate Schedule

17 Res identia l ra te  s chedule  is  jus t and rea s onable .

18 Becaus e  of the  increa s e  in revenues  due  to the  additiona l authorized ra te  ca s e  expens e  and the

19 a pproxima te ly $315,000 of re ve nue  tha t wa s  origina lly inte nde d to be  ge ne ra te d through Re s ide ntia l

20 DG ra te s  is  not re fle cte d in the  re ma ining propos e d re s ide ntia l non-DG ra te  s che dule s , the  lis te d bill

21 impa cts  a re  a pproxima te . S S VEC s hould tile  ne w ra te  s che dule s  a nd proofs  of re ve nue  tha t conform to

22 our a uthoriza tions .

23

24

25

26

27

28 65 Ex. A-1, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4.04.

Below are the current and proposed rates for residential TOU customers:65
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On-peak/kWh $0.169037 $0.219563 $0.214903 $0.208809 $0.204083

Off-pe a k/kWh $0.101727 $0.082933 $0.078273 $0.072179 $0.067453

P ha s e  1 Phase 2 P ha s e  3 Phase 4

Average -. 994 kph Curre nt bill - $ l61 . 19

Amount $200.04 $198.41 $196.35 $194.65

Incr./(Decr,) $38.85 ($1.63) ($2.06) ($1.70)

% Incr./Decr. 24.10% -»0.82% -1.04 % -0.86%

Me dia n - 687 kph Curre nt bill -- $118.83

Amount $148.07 $147.87 $147.69 $147.44

Incr./(Decr.) $29.24 ($0.20) ($0.19) ($0.25)

% Incr./Deer. 24.61% -0.14% -0.13% -0.17%

DOCKETNO. E-01575A-15-0312

Illus tra ted be low are  the  bill impacts  of axe  proposed ra tes  on res identia l TOU customers  with

average and median usage

Staff recommends approval of the  proposed Residentia l TOU rate"7 and no party has obi acted

to the rates

SSVEC has requested that its  TOU rate  schedules be frozen to new customers. This proposal is

discussed separately, below

Residential Auxiliary Service Rate Schedule

The  Coope ra tive  propose s  a  ne w Re s ide ntia l Auxilia ry S e rvice  ra te  tha t is  ide ntica l to the

comme rcia l Ge ne ra l S e rvice s  ra te  s che dule . This  ra te  is  inte nde d to a pply to s e rvice  provide d to

auxiliary residentia l services such as barns, wells , or other secondary services provided a t a  residence

Mr. Hedrick s ta ted tha t the se  se rvice s  currently fa ll unde r the  Gene ra l Se rvice s  ra te , but in orde r to

transfer a  debt from one account to another, the accounts must be in the same class category. Because

these  auxilia ry services are  re la ted to a  residentia l account, implementa tion of the  Residentia l Auxiliary

Service  ra te s  will a id in re solution of any billing issues

I d
Ex. S-'1, page 14
Ex. A-5, page 29
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P hase  1 P hase  2 Phase  3

Monthly cha rge  : $20.00 $23.00 $25.00

Demand charge/kW:

Firs t 3 kW $1.50 $2.50 $3.50

Ove r 3 kW $8.00 $9.00 $10.00

Ene rgy cha rge /kWh: $0.110659 $0.100991 $0.092420

Fixe d Cos ts  Ca te gorie s Amount

Fixe d P urcha se d P owe r Cos ts $63.98

Dis tribution (Wire s ) Cos ts $74.93

Total Customer Costs $25.72

T O T AL G E NE R AL S E R VIC E S  F IXE D C O S T S $164.63

8

4 DO C KE TNO .  E -0 1 5 7 5 A-1 5 -0 3 1 2

Be low a re  the  propose d ra te s  for re s ide ntia l a uxilia ry se rvice  cus tome rs :69

General Services - Commercial and Industrial

General Service Rate Schedule

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2 S ta ff note s  tha t this  ne w ra te  will a ffe ct s lightly unde r 2,000 Ge ne ra l S e rvice  cus tome rs . S ta ff

t obse rve d tha t cus tome rs  who might be  a ffe cte d by the  ne w ra te  ha ve  not be e n notifie d of the  shift from

1( the  Ge ne ra l S e rvice s  ra te  to the  Re s ide ntia l Auxilia ry S e rvice  ra te ."

11 S ta ff re comme nds  a pprova l of the  propose d Re s ide ntia l Auxilia ry S e rvice  ra te  S che dule  a nd no

1-2 pa rty obje cts  to the  ra te s . S ta ff furthe r re comme nds  tha t if the  propos a l is  a pprove d, S S VEC s hould

13 provide  writte n notice  to a ffe cte d cus tome rs  with a n e xpla na tion of the  e ffe cts  of the  cha nge . The  notice

14 should include  a n e xpla na tion of the  grounds  for re  fiisa l for e s ta blishme nt of se rvice  pursua nt to A.A.C.

15 R14_2_203(c)(1>." ssvEc has agreed to Staffs recommendation."

16

17 As ca lcula te d in the  COS S , the  fixe d cos ts  for the  Ge ne ra l S e rvice  cla ss  a re  a s  foIlow:73

18

19

20

2 1

22

23

2 4

25

26

2 7

28

Below are the current and proposed rates for General Service customers:74

9 Ex. A-1, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4.05.
0 Ex S-7, page 16.
114.
z Ex. A-6, page 4.
s Ex. S-7, page 17.
4 Ex. A-l, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4.05.
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Cup°ent P ha s e  1 Phase 2 Phase 3

Monthly cha rge : $16.50 $20.00 $23.00 $25.00

Demand charge/kW1

Firs t 10 kW $8.00 N/A N/A N/A

Firs t 3 kW N/A $1.50 $2.50 $3.50

Ove r 3 kW N/A $8.00 $9.00 $10.00

Energy charge/kWh: $0.118338 $0.110659 $0.100991 $0.092420

P ha s e  1 Phase 2 P ha s e  3

Average 926 kph Current bi l l  -  $131.32

Am ount $140.46 $140.56 $140.67

Incr./(D ear. ) $9.14 $0.10 $0.12

% Incr./Deer. 6.96% 0.07% 0.08%

Current P ha s e  1 Phase 2 Phase 3

Monthly cha rge : $18.00 $22.00 $25.00 $27.00

Me te re d kW N/A $1.50 $2.50 $3.50

On-peak cap. chg. per

billing kW

$18.50 $18.50 $18.50 $18.50

DOCKE T no .  E -01575A-15-0312 C

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 Illus tra ted be low a re  the  bill impacts  of the  proposed ra tes  on Genera l Service  cus tomers  with

9 average l1S3g6I75

10

11

12

13

14

15 S ta ff re comme nds  a pprova l of S S VEC's  propos e d cha nge s  to the  Ge ne ra l S e rvice s  ra te ,

16 including moving thos e  cus tome rs  me e ting the  a va ila bility a nd a pplica bility re quire me nts  to the

Residentia l Auxilia ry Services  Ra te  Schedule ." No other party has  objected to the  ra tes .

General Service Time-of-Use Rate Schedule

Below are the current and proposed rates for General Service TOU customers:77

75 Id.
'Te Ex. S-7, pages 19-20.

77 Ex. A-1, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4.06.
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Energy charge/kWh: $0.090972 $0.059862 $0.050194 $0.041623

P hase  1 Phase 2 P ha s e  3

Ave ra ge  - 919  kph  Curre n t b ill . .  $115 .55

Amount $118.19 $126.63 $135.07

Incr./(Decr.) $2.65 $8.43 $8.44

% Incr./Deer. 2.29% 7 . 1 4 % 6.67%

Current Phase  1 P hase  2 Phase  3

Monthly cha rge : $16.50 $24.50 $30.50 $35.50

Energy charge/kWh: 80.091859 $0.096735 $0.087067 $0.078496

DO CKE T NO .  E -0 I5 7 5 A-1 5 -0 3 1 2

1

2

3 Il l u s t r a t e d  be l ow a r e  t he  b i l l  i mpa ct s  of  t he  p r opos e d  r a t e s  on  Ge ne r a l  Se r vi ce  TOU cus t ome r s

4 wi t h  ave rage  usage :78

5

6  .

7

8

9

1 0  I

11 to the  ra t es .

1 2 S S VE C  h a s  r e q u e s t e d  t h a t  i t s  T OU r a t e  s ch e d u l e s  b e  f r oze n  t o  n e w  cu s t ome r s .  T h i s  p r op os a l

1 3 |  sha l l  be  d i s cus sed  sepa r a t e l y,  be l ow.

1 4

S ta ff re comme nds a pprova l of the  propos e d Ge ne ra l S e rvice  TOU ra te s " a nd no pa rty obje cts

General Service RV Parks Rate Schedule

15 S S VEC propose s  to move  a ll curre nt cus tome rs  on the  Ge ne ra l S e rvice  RV P a rks  ra te  sche dule

16 to the  s ta nda rd La rge  P owe r ra te  sche dule  a nd e limina te  the  Ge ne ra l S e rvice  RV P a rks  ra te s .

17 S ta ff re comme nds  the  e limina tion of the  Ge ne ra l S e rvice  RV P a rks  ra te  sche dule  a nd no pa rty

18 objects . S ta ff note s  tha t the re  a re  currently 12 cus tomers  on this  schedule  and recommends  tha t S S VEC

19 notify in writing e a ch cus tome r of the  cha nge  in ra te  sche dule  s ta tus  with a n e xpla na tion of the  e ffe cts .

2 0 The  notice  should a dvis e  the  cus tome r of the  bill impa ct of the  ne w ra te  s tructure ."

2 l

22 Be low a re  the  curre nt a nd propose d ra te s  for the  Urune te re d S e rvice  cus tome rs "

23

24

2 5  l

2 6

27

28

Unmetered Service Rate Schedule

78 ld.
79 Ex. S-7, page 21.
"0 Id., page 22.
al A-1, Attachment 5, Schedule H-3.0, page 2.
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Fixed Costs  Categories Amount

Fixed Purchased Power Costs $1,291.96

Distribution (Wires) Costs $926.09

Total Customer Costs $53.35

TOTAL LARGE P OWER FIXED COS TS $2,271.40

Current Proposed

Monthly cha rge : $55.00 $55.00

Demand charge/kVa: $7.05 $8.00

Energy charge/kWh: $0.079844 $0.073020

Average - 26,773 kph Current Proposed Increase Percent Increase

Amount $2,695.30 $2,770.82 $75.52 2.80%

*

DOCKET no. E-01575A-15-0312

Staff recommends approval of the  Unmetered Service  ra te  schedule82 and no poNy objects  to1

2 the  ra te s .

3

4

Large  Power

Large Power Rate Schedule

Below are the current and proposed rates for Large Power customers:84

I

Staff recommends approval of SSVEC's proposed Large Power rates,86 and no party obi eats to

Large Power Time-of-Use Rate Schedule

I As calculated in the  COSS, the  fixed costs for the  Large Power class fo1low:83

5

6

7

8

9 1
10

11

1 2

1 3

1 4

15  I

1 6

17 Illus tra te d be low a re  the  bill impa cts  of the  propose d ra te s  on La rge  P owe r cus tome rs  Mth

1 8

1 9

2 0

2 1

22 the  ra te s .

23

24

25

26

27

28

Below are the current and proposed rates for Large Power TOU customers."

so Ex. S-7, page 23 .

sri Id., page 24.
so Ex. A-1, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4. 11 .

85 ld.
as Ex. S-7, page 25. '
av Ex. A-1, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4.12.
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Curre nt P ropos e d

Monthly cha rge : $55.00 $55.00

On-peak/kVa: $17.15 $20.00

Off-peak/kVa: $4.15 $4.00

Energy charge/kWh: 80.055515 $0.047046

Ave ra ge  - 3 ,931  kph Curre nt P ropos e d Decrease P ercent Decrease

Am ount $1,236.94 $1,219.47 ($17.47) -1 .41%

Curre nt Proposed

s DO C KE TNO .  E -0 1 5 7 5 A-1 5 -0 3 1 2

1

2

3

4

I

5

6 Illus tra te d be low are

7 impa cts  of the  propose d ra te s  on La rge  P owe r TOU cus tome rs  with a ve ra ge  usa ge .88

8

the  bill

S ta ff re comme nds  a pprova l of the  propose d La rge  P owe r TOU ra te s ,89 a nd no pa rty obje cts  to

9

10

11 the rates.

12 SSVEC has requested that its TOU rate schedules be frozen to new customers. This proposal

13 shall be discussed separately, below.

14

15 SSVEC proposes to move all current customers on the Seasonal Power Service rate schedule to

16 the standard Large Power rate schedule and eliminate the Seasonal Power Service rates.

17 Staff recommends the elimination of the Seasonal Power Service rate schedule and no other

18 party objects. Staff notes that there are currently no customers on this schedule. Staff recommends that

19 SSVEC notify in writing any customer at the time of the effective date of this Decision of the change

20 in rate schedule status with an explanation of the effects. The notice should advise the customer of the

Seasonal Power Service Rate Schedule

In d u s t r ia l_Rate  Schedu le

21 bill impact of the new rate structure.90

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Below are the current and proposed rates for Industrial customers:9'

as ld.
89 Ex, S-7, page 27.

90 Id.
91 Ex. A-1, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4. IN.
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Monthly cha rge : $233.50 $400.00

Demand charge/kVa: $6.45 $7.00

Energy Charge/kWh:

Firs t 400 kph/kVa $0.079830 $0.073135

Over 400 kWh/kVa $0.050730 $0.046746

Average .- 289,608 kph Cu1Tent Proposed Increase Percent Increase

Amount $25,637.82 $26,144.64 $506.82 1.98%

Fixed Costs Categories Amount

Fixed Purchased Power Costs $127.69

Dis tribution (Wire s ) Cos ts $510.94

Total Customer Costs $36.94

TO TAL IRRIG ATIO N FIXE D CO S TS $675.57

Current Proposed

Monthly cha rge : $30.00 $30.00

Capacity charge , Apr-Oct, per Billing ka $7.15 $8.25

DOCKETNO. E-01575A-15-0312

Staff recommends approval of SSVEC's proposed Industria l ra tes,93 and no party objects to the

Irr ig a tio n

As calcula ted in the  COSS, the  fixed costs  for the  Irrigation class are  as fol1ow:94

Irrigation Rate Schedule

1

2

3

4

5

6

7 Illustrated below are the bill impacts of the proposed rates on Industrial customers with average

8 I usage:92

9

10

11

12 - rates.

13

14

15

16 I

17

18

19 I

20

21

22

23 I

24

25

26

27

28

Below a re  the  current and proposed ra te s  for Irriga tion cus tomers"

92 Id.

93 Ex. S -7, page  29.

94 ld.
95  Ex. A-1 , Atta chme nt 5 , S che dule  H-4 . 14 .
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Energy charge, Apr-Oct, per kph $0.088509 $0.082502

Energy charge, Nov-Mar, per kph

First 300 kWh/kVa $0.114209 $0.108284

Over 300 kWh/kVa $0.087209 $0.081198

Current P ropos e d Increase P ercent Increase

Summer, April - October, Average - 15,765  kph

Amount $1>760.02 $1,830.86 $70.84 4.02%

Winter, November - March, Average - 12,479  kph

Amount $1,385.42 $1,427.85 $42.43 3.06%

Curre nt Proposed

Monthly charge: $35.00 $35.00

Energy charge/kWh: 50.094120 $0.088131

0

4 DOCKET NO. E-01575A-I5-0312

1

2

3

4

5

6 Illus tra te d be low a re  the  bill impa cts  of the  propose d ra te s  on Irriga tion cus tome rs  with a ve ra ge

7 usage:96

8

9

10

11

12

13

14 ra te s .

Staff recommends approval of SSVEC's proposed Irrigation rates,97 and no party objects to the

Irrigation Load Factor Rate Schedule15

16

17

18 I

19

20

21 The Irrigation Load Factor rate is an optional rate in the Initiation rate schedules under which

22 customers must be willing to guarantee monthly load factor usage and must be connected for a

23 minimum of five consecutive months. As such, the minimum required Load Factor is 42 percent."

24 Staff recommends approval of SSVEC's proposed Irrigation Load Factor rates,'°° and no party

25 I

26

27

28

Below are the current and proposed rates for Irrigation Load Factor customers:98

96 Id.

97 Ex. S -7, page  31.
98  E x.  A-1 ,  Atta c hme n t 5 ,  S c he du le  H-4 .15 .

99 Ex. S -7, page  32.

100 Id .
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Curre nt P ropos e d

Monthly cha rge : $30.00 $30.00

Ovemlde Penalty, per kW Override Capacity $19.00 $20.00

Energy Charge, per kph

First 300 kWh /kVa $0.110979 $0.105044

Over 300 kWh/kVa $0.083679 $0.077657

Discount *- 1 Day/kWh 5.00% 5.00%

Discount *- 2 Day/kWh 10.00% 10.00%

Discount *- 7 Da y/kWh 17.00% 17.00%

* Discount applicable to First 300kWh per kW when total usage exceeds First 300 kph per kph.

Curre nt P ropos e d Incre a s e Percent Increas e

1 Day, 17,506 kph $1,863,08 $1,868.94 $5.86 0 .31%

2  Da y,  16 ,388  kph $1,745.95 $1,751.44 $5.49 0 .31%

7 Day, 19,890 kph $2,112.66 s2,119.32 $6.66 0.32%

DO CKE TNO .  E -01575A_15-0312

I obje cts  to the  ra te s .

2

3 Be low a re  the  curre nt a nd propose d ra te s  for Controlle d Irriga tion e us tome rszml

4

5

6

Controlled Irrigation Rate Schedule

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15 Illu s t ra te d  b e lo w a re  th e  b ill im p a c ts  o f th e  p ro p o s e d  ra te s  o n  C o n t ro lle d  Ir r ig a t io n

16

17

18

19

2 0

2 1 S ta ff re comme nds  a pprova l of S S VEC's  propos e d Controlle d Irriga tion Loa d Fa ctor ra te s ,103

2 2 a nd no pa rty obje cts  to the  ra te s .

23

24 Be low a re  the  curre nt a nd propose d ra te s  for Inte rruptible  Irriga tion cus tome rs : 104

25

26

27

28

In te rru p t ib le  Irr ig a t io n  Ra te  S c h e d u le

101 Ex. A-1, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4.16.

102 Id.
103 Ex. S-7, page 34.
104 Ex. A-1, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4. 17.
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Current Proposed

Monthly Cha rge : $30.00 $30.00

Override Penalty, per kW Override Capacity $19.00 $20.00

Energy Charge/kWh: $0.087737 $0.081728

Ave ra ge ,  24 ,259  kph Current Proposed Increase Percent Increase

Amount $2,006.32 $2,012.65 $6.33 0.32%

Fixed Costs Categories Amount

Fixed Purchased Power Costs $1.40

Dis tribution (Wire s ) Cos ts $1.29

Total Customer Costs $13.71

TOTAL LIGHTING FIXED COSTS $16.40

DOCKETNO. E-01575A-15-0312

1

2

3
4 |

5

6 Illus tra te d be low a re  the  bill im pa cts  of the  propos e d ra te s  on Inte rruptible  Im lga tion cus tom e rs

7 I with a ve ra ge  usa ge :105

8

9

10

1 l to the  ra te s .

Securitv and Street Lighting

As calculated in the COS S, the fixed costs for the Lighting class f0110w¢107

Security Lighting Rate Schedule

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 SSVEC's proposals and bill impacts for Security Lighting rates may be found in Hearing

21 Exhibit A-1, Attachment 5, Schedule H-4.08. Staff recommends approval of the Cooperative's

22 proposed changes,'°8 and no party objects to the rates.

23

24 SSVEC's proposals and bill impacts for Security Lighting rates may be found in Hearing

25 Exhibit  A-1,  Attachment 5,  Schedule H»4.09. Staff recommends approval of the Cooperative's

26

27

28

Street Lighting Rate Schedule

105 Id.
Los  Ex. S -7, page  35.
107 Id ., page  37.

Los  ld., page 37.
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DOCKETNO. E-01575A-15-0312

1 l proposed changes,109 and no party objects to the rates.

2 The  s ta nda rd Re s ide ntia l, Re s ide ntia l TOU, Re s ide ntia l Auxilia ry Se rvice , Ge ne ra l Se rvice ,

3 I Ge ne ra l S e rvice  TOU, Unme te re d S e rvice , La rge  P owe r, La rge  P owe r TOU, Indus tria l, Irriga tion,

4 l Irriga tion Loa d Fa ctor, Controlle d Fa ctor Irriga tion, Inte rruptible  Ima tion, S e curity Lighting, a nd

5 I Street Lighting rate  schedules are  reasonable  and shall be  adopted.

6 I TOU Rate Freeze

7 S S VEC se e ks  to fre e ze  its  thre e  TOU ra te  sche dule s . The  Coope ra tive  propose s  to continue  to

8 I s e rve  its  e xis ting TOU cus tome rs  unde r the  a pplica ble  propos e d TOU ta riffs , but the  ta riffs  would no

9 I longe r be  ope n to ne w cus tome rs . S S VEC note s  tha t fe w cus tome rs  opt to use  the se  ra te s . P re se ntly,

10  l the re  a re  17  cus tom e rs  on  the  Re s ide n tia l TO U ra te s ,  39  on  the  Com m e rc ia l TO U ra te ,  a nd  one

12 I the  Coope ra tive  re ce ive s  its  powe r a t a  fixe d ra te  from AEP CO, S S VEC is  una ble  to offe r on-pe a k a nd

13 l off-pe a k ra te s  a t a  me a ningful diffe re nce . Without a n e ffe ctive  price  s igna l, S S VEC conte nds  it ca nnot

14 I offe r TOU ra te s  tha t a re  a ttra ctive  to its  me mbe rs f1 I

\

15 Staff and EFCA are opposed to SSVEC's proposal to freeze the TOU tariffs. They believe that

16 l the Commission-modified version of the Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978112 requires all

17 I electric utilities in Arizona to offer TOU rates.' 13 Staff states that although AEPCO does not offer time-

18 l differentiated rates at present, that does not mean they may not do so in the future, thereby allowing

19 ISSVEC to offer its members more attractive rates. 114 In addition, Staff believes that continuation of the

20 l TOU rates does not harm the Cooperative's operations."5 EFCA states that the TOU rates should

21 I remain in place because they can help SSVEC "modernize its rate designs and capture under-recovery

22 l in a just and non-discriminatory manner" and collect more fixed costs through the monthly service

23 | availability charge."6

24

25

26

27

28

109 Id.,page 37.

110 Ex. A-6, page 24.
111 ld.

112 Decision No. 69736 (July 30, 2007).
113 Ex. S-8, pages, EFCA Reply Brief, page 27.
114 Ex.S-8, page 7.
115 Id.

116 EFCA Reply Brief, page 26.
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• DOCKET no. E-01575A- 15-0312

1

2 TOU ra te s  to  its  m e m be rs .

We agree  with S ta ff and EFCA tha t it is  beneficia l for SSVEC's  cus tomers  to continue  to offe r

3

4 In a ddition to the  imple me nta tion of re s ide ntia l DG ra te s  for e xis ting a nd ne w cus tome rs ,

5 SSVEC seeks  Commiss ion approva l of: (1) modifica tion of its  exis ting Ne t Me te ring Ta riff Schedule

6 NM-1 (a pplica ble  to  cus tome rs  who we re  conne cte d to  the  s ys te m or file d  a n in te rconne ction

7 a pplica tion be fore  April 15, 2015), (2) of imple me nta tion of its  propose d ne w P a rtia l Re quire me nts

8 S e rvice , S ta ndby S e rvice , Ba ckup S e rvice  S che dule  P R-1 (a pplica ble  to cus tome rs  who file d a n

9 inte rconne ction a pplica tion a fte r April 15, 20 l5, or e xis ting cus tome rs  who e le ct to move  from NM-1

10 to PR-1), and (3) of the  necessa ry wa ive rs  of the  Ne t Mete ring Rules .

l l S S VEC

The  current NM rule s  require  a  utility to buy a ll the  DG cus tomer's  excess  power, rega rdle ss

Ne t Me te rin g

12 II

13 of whether the utility needs it, and compensates the excess solar a t a  full re tail ra te . Presently, SSVEC's

14 cus tomers  a re  be ing credited a t $0. 126038 pe r kph. SSVEC contends  tha t the  pre sent policy a llows

15 for ove r-compensa tion for DG ene rgy pushed onto the  grid by pa rtia l requirements  cus tomers , which

16 cost is  borne  by a ll members of the  Coopera tive , a  practice  tha t SSVEC believes is  not equitable  117

SSVEC is  proposing to se t the  export ra te  for DG cus tomers  a t $0.025800 pe r kph. This  ra te

18 represents SSVEC's avoided cost equal to only the energy and fuel components omits wholesale rate  118

19 S S VEC dis a gre e s  with ERICA's  cla im tha t DG s ola r provide s  a dditiona l va lue  to  the  grid . The

20 Cooperative notes that a lthough solar DG customers use less energy, they still need all the  wires, poles

21 and transformers  tha t a  regula r cus tomer needs . SSVEC be lieves  tha t cla ims  of the  "environmenta l

22 exte rna litie s" tha t must be  cons ide red in va luing DG sola r a re  not va lid. ERICA's  witness  te s tified dra t

23 factors  such a s  avoided ene rgy, avoided gene ra tion capacity, avoided transmiss ion cos ts , avoided

24  d is tribu tion  cos ts , a vo ide d  gre e nhous e  e mis s ions  cos ts , incre me nta l in te gra tion  cos ts , a nd

25 e nvironme nta l e xte rna litie s  should be  cons ide re d."9 The  Coope ra tive  note s  tha t a  numbe r of the se

26 fa ctors  do not a pply to S S VEC be ca us e  it is  a  dis tribution coope ra tive , a nd othe r fa ctors  a re  not

27 Ex. A-5, page 15
Ex. A-6, page 18
Ex. EFCA-6, page 6
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qua ntifia ble ."'" Furthe r, S S VEC note s  tha t ERICA's  witne s s  ba s e d his  te s timony on the  informa tion

s ubmitte d in the  re ce nt UNS  Ele ctric ra te  ca s e , ra the r tha n S S VEC's  me trics , a s  s uch, his  te s timony

should be  discounted

Noting tha t S ta ff is  taking no pos ition rega rding the  NM ta riff propos a ls , SSVEC as s e rts  tha t it

5 ha s  pre s e nte d e vide nce  a nd te s tim ony tha t S S VEC is  unde r-re cove ring  its  fixe d cos ts  due  to the

6 prolife ra tion of DG in its  s e rvice  a rea , and the  proffe red evidence  has  not been re futed by any party

7 The  Coop e ra tive  c la im s  tha t its  p rop os a ls  a re  a  re a s ona b le  a nd non-dis c rim ina tory m e thod of

8 address ing the  pres s ing is sue  of under-recovery of revenue . SSVEC asserts  tha t because  it has  met its

9 burden of proof, it is  reasonable  and appropria te  for the  Commiss ion to grant the  waivers  necessary for

10 imple me nta tion of the  ne w a nd modifie d NM ta riffs

l l In re s pons e  to EFCA's  cla ims  tha t s epa ra te  ta riffs  for DG cus tomers  would viola te  A.A.C. Rl4

12 2.22305: S S VEC s ta te s  this  rule  s im ply re quire s  tha t ra te  cha nge s  a pplying  only to ne t m e te ring

13 cus tomers  s hould be  s upported with cos t of s e rvice  s tudie s  and bene fit/cos t ana lys es . SSVEC s ta te s

14 tha t it fully complied with this  requirement when it s ubmitted the  propos ed changes  in the  context of a

15 ra te  cas e  with a  full COSS, a  s ufficient benefit/cos t ana lys is , and extens ive  te s timony

16 Third, SSVEC a rgues  tha t the  Commis s ion does  not require  a  s pecific rule  to grant a  wa ive r of

17 the  NM Rules . SSVEC obs e rves  tha t the  Commis s ion frequently wa ives  the  s lamming and cramming

18 rules , and notes  tha t S ta ff confirme d the  Commis s ion's  a bility to wa ive  the  rule s  if the  circums ta nce s

19 warrant

20 SSVEC s ta ted tha t it. is  oppos ed to holding open the  docke t pending the  outcome of the  Va lue

21 and Cos t of DG proceeding (the  "VOS docke t"),126 docke t. ins tead of wa iting for the  conclus ion of the

22 VOS docke t, SSVEC argues  tha t the  time  to fix its  NM ta riff is  now because  of the  preca rious  financia l

23 s itua tion crea ted by its  under-recovery of fixed cos ts

24

1

2

3

26

Ex. A-6, pages  18 - 21
SSVEC Pos t-Hea ring Brief; pa ges  ii - 32
Ex. A-7, page 8
Id., page 7
SSVEC Response Brief; pages  14 - 15
SSVEC Pos t-Hearing Brief; pages  48 .- 49
Docket No. E-00000J -I4-0023
Ex. A-3, pages  5 - 7
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1

2 In its  Dire ct Te s tim ony, S ta ff re com m e nde d tha t: (1) S S VEC's  curre nt NM-1 ta riff be  froze n;

3 (2) a  ne w ride r be  propos e d for ne w DG cus tome rs , (3) e lim ina tion of ba nking of cre dits , a nd (4) the

4 I export ra te  should be  se t highe r than the  avoided cos t and lower Dian the  re ta il ra te . 128

5 In its  S urre butta l Te s timony, S ta ff re vis e d its  re comme nda tions . S ta ff e xpla ine d tha t its  initia l

6 re comme nda tions  we re  ba s e d on S ta ffs  be lie f tha t the  VOS  would be  comple te  be fore  the  conclus ion

7 of S S VEC's  ca s e . As  S ta ff re vie we d the  pre -file d te s tim ony from  the  VOS  docke t, S ta ff de te rm ine d

8 tha t,  due  to  the  tim ing of the  VOS  docke t,  it would im prude nt to  form ula te  a  policy dire c tion in  this

9 ma tte r be fore  the  comple tion of the  VOS  docke t. S ta ff re comme nde d tha t the  ca se  be  he ld ope n for 12

10 months  to cons ide r poss ible  changes  to ne t me te ring.129

l l S ta ff s u b s e q u e n tly with d re w th is  re c o rru n e n d a tio n .  Utilit ie s  Div is io n  Dire c to r Th o m a s

12 Brode rick te s tifie d  tha t a t the  conc lus ion of the  VOS  docke t,  cha nge s  to  ne t m e te ring policy could

S ta ff

13 occur.l30 Accordingly, without furthe r policy dire ction from the  Commis s ion, S ta ff is  una ble  to ta ke  aI'

14 pos ition re ga rding S S VEC's  cha nge s  to NM.131

15 S ta ff a gre e s  with S S VEC tha t the  Commis s ion ma y wa ive  its  NM rule s  if the  Commis s ion

16 deems necessary, citing the  example  of waivers  of s lamming and cramming rules . S ta ff a lso notes  tha t

17 EFCA ha s  cite d no a uthority for its  pos ition, a nd points  out tha t the  Commis s ion's  ra te -ma king

18 authority is  plenary. 132

19

20 EFCA opposes SSVEC's proposed modifica tions to its  ne t metering tariffs , and argues tha t ne t

21 | metering must remain a t the  re ta il ra te . 133 EFCA claims that its  witness Mark Fulmer prepared the only

22 full ana lys is  of the  cos ts  and benefits  of DG sola r in this  docke t, finding the  benefits  of DG sola r to be

23 be tween 10-14 cents  pe r kWh.I34 EFCA argues  tha t SSVEC's  ana lys is  is  flawed by not including a ll

24 benefits , not us ing actua l usage  da ta , limited to short-te rm benefits , and not looking a t load reductions

25

26

27

28

E F C A

128 Ex. S-9, page 5.
129 Ex. 10, page 5.

130 Ex. S-11, page 3.

131Id., Tr. at 747 - 748.
132 Staff  Reply Brief, pages 7 - 8.

133 Ex. EFCA Post-Hearing Brief , pages 11 - 12.

134 Id., pages 14 .- 16; Ex. EFCA-6 pages 11 - 15.
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Grandfathering Net Metered Customers

1 due  to source s  othe r tha n DG sola r. 135 EFCA a rgue s  tha t S S VEC's  propose d e xport ra te  would

2 undercompensa te  DG customers  for the ir exported power.136 When the  grea tly reduced export ra te  is

3 combined with the  proposed increase  in the  monthly se rvice  ava ilability charge  of $50.00, Mr. Fulmer

4 conclude d: "Firs t, a  cus tome r with a n e xis ting sola r le a se  will ve ry like ly ha ve  highe r tota l e le ctricity

5 bills  with the  PV tha n without it. Se cond, the  poor up-front e conomics  will like ly dra ma tica lly re duce ,

7 EFCA a lso a rgues  tha t the  NM Rule s  do not include  a  wa ive r provis ion. According to EFCA,

8 the  Commiss ion may not wa ive  the  NM rule s  and SSVEC's  proposa l to modify its  NM ta riffs  mus t be

9

1 0

1 l S S _VEC

12 SSVEC proposes  grandfadie ring exis ting DG customers  and those  who submitted comple ted

13 inte rconnection applica tions  be fore  April 15, 2015, on the  exis ting NM ta riff SSVEC asse rts  tha t the

14 April 15, 2015, da te  is  reasonable . SSVEC argues the  April 15th da te  is  not re troactive  ra temaking, as

15 it is  not the  e ffective  da te  of the  new ra te s , but ra the r, it is  the  cut-off for cus tomers  who a re  exempt

16 from the  ne w ra te . S S VEC a s s e rts  tha t no cus tome r will be  cha rge d the  ne w NM ra te  until the

17 Coopera tive  rece ives  Commission approval.139

18 The  Coope ra tive  note s  tha t a lthough it file d the  ins ta nt Applica tion in Augus t 2015, SSVEC

19 ha d pre vious ly a tte mpte d to modify its  DG a nd NM ta riffs  in April 2015340 a nd only a fte r providing

20 extensive  notice  to its  customers about the  proposed changes and grandfathering date .14'

2 1

22 Although Sta ff is  not taking a  position on SSVEC's  NM proposa l, S ta ff s ta tes  it disagrees  with

23 ERICA's assertion that SSVEC's proposal results in re troactive ra te-making. 142 Staff notes that " [u]nder

24

25

26

27

28

S ta ff

135 Ex. EFCA-6, pages l l - 15.

136 Id., pages 15 - 16.
137 Id.,page 19.

Las EFCA Post-Hearing Brietta pages l I - 12.

139 SSVEC Response Brief, pages 32 - 33.

140 Id.,page 34.

141 Ex. A-2, page 9.
142 Staff's Reply Brief, page 8.
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1 the  Company's  proposa l, any DG customer tha t s igns up a fte r the  grand fa thering da te  will be  subject

2  to  th e  n e w [NM] ta riff (if the  Company's  proposa l is  approved) a s  of the  da te  of the  decis ion in this

3 C3.S6."143

4 E F C A

5 EFCA asse rts  tha t it is  e ssentia l tha t the  Commiss ion fully grandfa the r exis ting ne t me te ring

6 customers and not adopt the proposed effective date of April 15, 2015. EFCA argues that ther

7 Cooperative's proposed cut-off date is retroactive ratemaking and contrary to numerous examples of

8 Commis s ion pre ce de nt for prote cting  cus tome rs  from ra te  cha nge s  tha t would  re troa ctive ly

9 disadvantage diem. 144

10

. SSVEC claims that under current rate designs, solar DG customers are, as a group, not paying

12 their fair share of the costs incurred to serve them due to the unique characteristics of the way they

13 depend on the grid. In addition, the Cooperative claims that solar DG is being subsidized by non-DG

14 customers under current net metering tariffs, which operate to credit excess solar DG production at

15 retail rates, and allow DG customers to bank excess solar for fixture credits.

16 Due to these concerns, the Commission opened the VOS docket specifically to address

17 I methodologies for determining the value and cost of solar DG to be used in rate proceedings. The

18 hearing in the VOS docket occurred at approximately the same time as the hearing in this case with

19 many of the parties to this docket participating in both dockets. The VOS docket will not result in a

20 specific rate that will be applicable to SSVEC. It is anticipated, however, that the VOS docket will

21 I yield significant new information about how DG solar should be compensated.

22 Staff has since withdrawn its recommendation, but in its Surrebuttal Testimony Staff had

Analysis and Resolution .-Ne t Me te rin g

23 recommended tha t the  docke t remain open pending a  Decis ion in the  VOS docke t. The  Coopera tive

24 was opposed to the  recommendation. SSVEC believed it had presented sufficient evidence  to support

25 its  propose d re vis ions  a nd a dditions  to NM ta riffs . SSVEC cla ims  tha t be ca use  it me t its  burde n of

26 proof, because  no other party has  presented an a lte rna tive  proposa l specific to the  Coopera tive , and

27

28
143 Id.

144 Citing, Decision Nos. 74202, 5528, 73183, and 71285. EFCA Post-Hearing Brief , page 22, 61. 95.
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1 because Sta ff is  not ta ldng a  position on SSVEC's  NM ta riffs , its  proposa ls  should be  adopted.

2 We disagree . SSVEC is  ignoring tha t the re  will soon be  a  decis ion issued in the  VOS docke t,

3 to which it is  a  pa rty, tha t will provide  direction on the  issues  ra ised by the  Coopera tive 's  ne t mete ring

4 propos a ls . De pe nding on the  outcome , it is  pos s ib le  tha t S S VEC's  NM propos a ls  could  be  in

5 contra ve ntion of the  policy. As  such, it is  not re a sona ble  to a dopt SSVEC's  propose d ne t me te ring

6 ta riffs  a t this  time .

7 We  be lie ve  tha t the  public inte re s t fa vors  cons is te nt a pplica tion of the  re s ults  of the  VOS

8 docke t. We  will ke e p the  ne t me te ring a nd ra te  de s ign portions  of this  docke t ope n pe nding the

9 conclus ion of the  VOS docke t and shortly a fte r the  conclus ion of Ma t docke t, a  second phase  of this

10 docke t will be  conve ne d in orde r to a pply the  findings  of the  VOS  docke t to S S VEC. In the  s e cond

11 phase  of this  proceeding, the  Commission will de termine  the  appropria te  ne t metering ta riff for SSVEC

12 for a ny ne w DG cus tome rs  who file  a n inte rconne ction a pplica tion a fte r the  e ffe ctive  da te  of the

13 'Decis ion tha t comes  out of phase  two of this  proceeding. In the  inte rim, DG cus tomers  will be  trea ted

15 Given the  authorized revenue  increa se , and because  sola r DG repre sents  a  re la tive ly sma ll

16 pe rce nta ge  of S S VEC's  curre nt cus tome rs , de fe rring a  fina l de cis ion on DG ra te s  will not be  a

17 s ubs ta ntia l burde n on S S VEC. We  ta ke  this  a ction with the  inte nt tha t the  s e cond pha s e  of this

18 I proceeding will convene  promptly following a  Decis ion in the  VOS docke t.145

19 We  do not be lie ve  tha t the  Compa ny's  propose d April 15, 2015, da te  for de te rmining which

20 DG customers should be  subj e t to newly proposed ra te  options or net metering trea tment is  reasonable .

21 The re fore , going forwa rd, a ny DG cus tome r who file s  a n inte rconne ction a gre e me nt prior to the

22 effective  date  of a  Decision in phase  two of this  proceeding shall be  trea ted the  same as a  DG customer

23 who filed for inte rconnection prior to tha t da te .

24 We recognize  tha t these  issues  will continue  to pe rs is t for the  foreseeable  future , both in the

25 second phase  of this  case  and in othe r ra te  cases . We  will the re fore  provide  specific guidance  in an

26 e ffort to be  he lpful a s  we  move  forward through these  issues .

27

2 8 145 A Recommended Opin' and Order was tiled in the VOS docket on October 7, 2016.

I

34 DECIS ION NO.



r

DOCKET no. E-01575A-15-0312

1 In this  Decis ion, we  have  re jected the  Company's  proposa l to es tablish a  grand fa thering da te

2 tha t precedes  the  da te  of the  Commission order. We emphasize  tha t this  result should be  regarded as

3 our default policy. Although we recognize  tha t each unique  ra te  case  may warrant different results , we

4 be lieve  tha t the  applicable  grand fa the ring da te  should not genera lly precede  the  da te  of the  re levant

5 Commiss ion Decis ion.

6 Finally, when implementing a  new ra te  design or new net metering tariff for new DG customers,

7 there  should be  a  transition schedule  so that changes are  phased in, ra ther tan implemented a ll a t once .

8 For example, in the upcoming second phase of this proceeding, parties should address how to phase in

9 any changes to the  export ra te , to banking, or to any other s ignificant changes to ne t metering or ra te

10 des ign dirt would be  applicable  to new DG cus tomers . This  approach would be  more  cons is tent with

l l traditiona l principle s  of regula tory gradua lism.

12

13 SSVEC has  three  adjus tor mechanisms in place : (1) Power Cos t Adjus tor, (2) Demand-S ide

14 Ma na ge me nt S urcha rge  Adjus tor ("DS M Adjus tor"); a nd (3) Re ne wa ble  Ene rgy S ta nda rd Ta riff

15 Surcharge Adjustor. Neither SSVEC nor Staff are  proposing changes to any of the  adjustors, however,

16 S ta ff did ma ke  two re comme nda tions .

17 Sta ff noted tha t the  Coopera tive 's  current DSM Adjus tor ra te  of $0.00027 has  been in place

18 since  June 27, 20 la . Staffrecommends that SSVEC file  a  new implementa tion plan in accordance with

19 _A.A.C. R14-2-2418(B), no la te r Dia n June  1, 2017. S ta ff a lso be lie ve s  tha t the  Coope ra tive 's  ne xt

Adjustor Mechanisms

20 implementa tion plan should include  an adjus tor rese t.'46

21 Staff further recommends tha t SSVEC file  a  comprehensive  plan of adminis tra tion ("POA") for

22 each of its  adj Astor mechanisms, and the  Coopera tive  has  s ta ted tha t it will work with S ta ff to prepare

23 acceptable POAs. 147 -I

24 Staffs recommendations are reasonable and shall be adopted.

Service Charges25

26

27

28

SSVEC's  proposed Se rvice  Cha rges  a re  found in the  Rebutta l Tes timony of David Hedrick,

146 Ex. 5-5: page 4.
147 Id. page 5.
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•

•

•

•

•

1 Exhibit DWH-3.148 SSVEC proposed the  following changes to its  Service  Charges:

2 Increase  the  Service  Call During Business  Hours  charge  from $50.00 to $75.00.

3 Increase  the  Service  Call Afte r Hours  charge  from $75.00 to $100.00

4 Increase  the  Non-Pay Collection During Business  Hours  charge  from $40.00 to $60.00.

5 Increase  the  Service  Connect Callbacks charge  from $40.00 to $50.00.

6 De cre a se  the  Ne w a nd Additiona l S e rvice  with No Fie ld Vis it cha rge  from $50.00 to

7 $30.00.

8 Staff s ta ted tha t the  proposed increases  do not cover a ll of SSVEC's  actua l cos ts  of providing

9 these  se rvices , but they will cover more  than they currently do. S ta ff noted tha t the re  a re  less  than 100

10 occurrences  for each of lis ted se rvices , except for the  New and Additiona l Se rvice  wide  No Fie ld Vis it

l l charge , which has  approximate ly 5,700 occu1rences .l49 Sta ff recommends approva l of these  se rvice

12 cha rge s .

13 Sta ff a lso recommends  the  following:

14 SSVEC should inform customers requesting these  services in advance of the  costs they

15 will be  incurring.

16 A curre nt lis t of a ll s e rvice  cha rge s  s hould be  a va ila ble  a nd e a s ily loca te d on the

17 Coopera tive 's  webs ite .

18 If a  service  issue  occurs due  to problems on the  Coopera tive 's  s ide  of the  meter, or due

19 to any ma intenance  for which SSVEC should be  re spons ible  in the  norma l course  of

20 business , the  cus tomer should not be  cha rged se rvice  cha rges  for the  repa irs .150

21 S ta ff' s  re comme nda tions  a re  re a sona ble  a nd sha ll be  a dopte d.

22

23 SSVEC's  proposed Service  Conditions  a re  found in the  Rebutta l Tes timony of David Hedrick,

24 Exhibit DwH-1.151 The  Coope ra tive  publishe d notice  of the  re vise d Se rvice  Conditions  on Ma rch 4,

25 2016, in the  S ie rra  Vis ta  He ra ld a nd Bisbe e  Da ily Re vie w.

26

27

28

Service Conditions

148 Ex. A-6.

149 Ex. S-5, page 7.

150 Id.
151 Ex. A-6.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1 0

11

1 2

13

1 4

During S ta ff's  re vie w of the  propos e d S e rvice  Conditions , S ta ff found tha t s ome  of the

propos e d cha nge s  would re s ult in cos t incre a s e s  to s ome  cus tome rs . One  cha nge  to S e ction 4.4,

"Dis tribution Line  Extension Estimates  and Fees ," would a ffect approximate ly 50 customers  a t a  cos t

of approximately $40. The purpose of the change "is to ensure that the entire cost of any design estimate

prepa red by SSVEC is  cove red by the  cus tomer, even if the  cus tomer opts  not to go forward with a

project once it has been designed."'52

Another proposed change re la ting to Meter Socket Enclosures, Meter Test Switches, and Meter

Socke ts , would re sult in increased cos ts  of approxima te ly $279 for s ingle -phase  se rvice  cus tomers ,

a ffecting approximate ly 76 customers per year, and $464 for three-phase  service  customers, a ffecting

approximately four customers per year.153

In his  Rejoinder Testimony, Creden Huber expla ined tha t these  changes were  needed in order

to e limina te  subsidies  and ensure  a ll customers  a re  trea ted s imila rly.l54 At hearing, S ta ff tes tified tha t

the changes are acceptable and recommended approval of SSVEC's Service Conditions.155

Staffs recommendations are  reasonable  and shall be  adopted.

15 Required TOU Analysis

16

17

18

19

20

In  De cis ion No. 73349 (modifying De cis ion No. '71274), the  Commis s ion dire cte d the

Coopera tive  to file  with its  next ra te  applica tion an ana lysis  of time-of-use  ("TOU") ra tes . The  ana lysis

was  to include  a  TOU ra te  schedule  a imed a t maximizing cus tomer pa rticipa tion in a  TOU program.

S ta ff found tha t S S VEC ha d not complie d with this  re quire me nt,'56 a nd re comme nde d tha t the

Coope ra tive  s hould e ithe r file  the  a na lys is  or s ubmit a  le tte r e xpla ining why TOU ra te s  a re  not

21 appropria te  for its  se rvice  te rritory.'57

22 SSVEC expla ined in its  Rebutta l Testimony that because  the  Cooperative  received its  power a t

23

24

a  fixe d ra te  from AEPCO, SSVEC wa s  una ble  to offe r on-pe a k a nd off-pe a k ra te s  a t a  me a ningful

diffe re nce . Without a n e ffe ctive  price  s igna l, S S VEC conte nds  it ca nnot offe r TOU ra te s  tha t a re

25

26

27

28

152 Ex. S-6, page 2.

153 Id., page 3.
154 Ex. A-3, pages 8 - 9.

155 Tr. at 538, 540.
156 Ex. S-5, page 9.

157Id.

37 DECIS ION NO.



1

DOCKETNO. E-0I575A-15-0312

* * *

1

2 Given the circumstances, Staff recommends that the requirement that SSVEC file a TOU rate

3 analysis be eliminated. No party has objected to Staffs recommendation.

4 Staff's recommendation is reasonable and shall be adopted.

5 * =l= * * * * *

6 Having considered the  entire  record here in and being fully advised in the  premises , the

7 Commiss ion kinds , conclude s , a nd orde rs  tha t:

8

9 On August 31, 2015, SSVEC filed with the  Commission an Applica tion for a  ra te

10 increase . Accompanying the  Applica tion and its  a ttendant Schedules , SSVEC filed the  Direct

l l Testimony of Creden Huber, Judy Lambert, and David Hedrick.

12 2. On September 25, 2015, SSVEC docketed corrected exhibits and Standard Offer Tariff

1 3 p a g e s .

14 On September 30, 2015, Staff notified the Cooperative that its  Application met the

15 sufficiency requirements of A.A.C. R14-2-103 and classified the Cooperative as a Class A utility.

16 4. On September 30, 2015, a fte r consulta tion with Sta ff, SSVEC filed a  Motion for

17 P roce dura l S che dule  which propose d a  sche dule  for the  he a ring.

18 5. By P roce dura l Orde r da te d Octobe r 5, 2015, the  propose d sche dule  wa s  a dopte d a nd the

19 matter was set for hearing to commence on May 17, 2016, at the Commission's Tucson office.

20 6. Intervention was granted to APS, ASDA, EFCA, Trico, and AriSEIA.

21 7. On December 30, 2015, SSVEC tiled a Notice of Completion of Customer Mailing and

22 Publication of Notice indicating that notice of the hearing was mailed to its customers by November

23 20, 2015, and published in the Sierra Vista Herald, Bisbee Daily Review, San Pedro Valley News, and

24 Arizona Range News on November 18, 2015.

25 8. On Februa ry 19, 2016, S ta ff filed the  Direct Tes timony of Crys ta l Brown, Julie

26 McNeely-Kirwin, and Ray T. Williamson.

27

F INDING S  O F  F AC T

28 |58 EX. A-6, page 24.

3.

1.
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1 9. SSVEC filed a  Supplement to Applica tion RE: SSVEC's Proposed Revisions to Service

3

4 IPa1adino.

5 11.

2  Conditions .

10. On Ma rch 23, 2016, S ta ff file d the  Dire ct Te s timony of Eric Va n Epos  a nd Re ne lle

10 13.

11 . Notice  of Se ttlement Discuss ions  on April 4, 2016.

12 14. On April 1, 2016, EFCA docke ted the  Direct Tes timony of Mark Fuimer.

13 15. SSVEC filed the  Rebutta l Tes timony of David Hedrick on April 22, 2016.

14 16. On May 6, 2016, S ta ff filed the  Surrebutta l Tes timony of Thomas  Broderick, Eric Van

.15 Epps , Re ne lle  P a la dino, Crys ta l Brown, J ulie  McNe e 1y-Kirwin, a nd Yuh Liu . EFCA file d  the

EFCA docke te d a  Motion for Le a ve  to Exte nd De a dline  for Filing Dire ct Te s timony,

6 which was  granted in a  Procedura l Order issued Ma rch 24, 2016.

7 12. On Ma rch 25, 2016, S S VEC docke te d  Notice  of Filing  Affida vit of P ublica tion ,

8 indica ting tha t the  Coopera tive  had published notice  of its  proposed revis ions  to its  Service  Conditions

9 in the  S ie rra  Vis ta  He ra ld and Bisbee  Da ily News  on March 4, 2016.

On April 1, 20 l6, Staff tiled a  Notice  of Settlement Discussions, and docketed a  Revised

16 S une butta i Te s timony of Ma rk Fulle r.

17 17. On May 10, 2016, SSVEC submitted a  Motion to Compel Inte rvenor Energy Freedom

18 I Coalition of America 's  Responses  to SSVEC's  Firs t Se t of Data  Requests .

19 18. EFCA docke ted its  Response  to SSVEC's  Motion to Compe l Responses  to SSVEC's

20 Firs t Se t of Da ta  Re que s ts  on Ma y 11, 2016. Among othe r things , EFCA cla ime d it did not ha ve  the

21

22

23 l

24

25

26

2 7  2 0 1 6 .

28

information sought in the  da ta  reques ts  and tha t the  da ta  reques ts  impermiss ibly sought information

from ERICA's  individua l members , who are  not parties  to this  docke t.

19. Ora l a rguments  on the  Motion to Compel were  he ld on May 12, 2016.

20. A P re -he a ring confe re nce  wa s  he ld on Ma y 13, 2016, during which, the  pa rtie s

discussed witness schedules and various procedural matters.

21. SSVEC filed the  Re joinder Testimony of Creden Huber and David Hedrick on May 13,

22. In a Procedural Order issued May 16, 2016, EFCA was directed to provide responses to
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1 SSVEC's  da ta  requests . The  Procedura l Order a lso se t a  fourth day of hearing for May 26, 2016, and

2 e xte nde d the  time  clock a ccordingly.

3 23. The  he a ring conve ne d a s  s che dule d on Ma y 17, 2016, be fore  a  duly a uthorize d

4 Adminis tra tive  La w J udge  a t the  Commis s ion's  Tucs on office s . The  proce e ding be ga n with public

5 comment.

6 24. On May 18, 2016, SSVEC docke ted copies  of Subpoenas  Dices  Tecum issued by the

7 l Commiss ion to Sola r City Corpora tion, Sun Sola r Electric, LLC, NRG Ene rgy, and Go Sola r, LLC.

8 25. On Ma y 19, 2016, EFCA s ubmitte d a  Motion to Cla rify a nd Re cons ide r the  Orde r

9 Gra nting Motion to Compe l a nd Exte nding the  Time  Clock.

10 26. On May 20, 2016, SSVEC docke ted the  Affidavits  of Service  of the  Subpoenas  Dunes

11 Tecum for Sola r City Corpora tion, Sun Sola r Electric, LLC, NRG Energy.159

12 27. A Procedura l Order issued May 24, 2016, denied EFCA's  Motion for Reconsidera tion.

13 The Procedural Order a lso added an additional day of hearing on May 27, 2016, and extended the  time

14 clock a ccordingly.

15 28. At the  conclus ion of the  he a ring on Ma y 27, 2016, the  ALl took the  ma tte r unde r

16 l advisement, pending the  filing of Clos ing Brie fs .

17 29. On June  9, 2016, EFCA filed its  Supplementa l Response  to SSVEC's  Firs t Se t of Data

18 Re que s ts . In a  cove r le tte r, EPCA's  counse l note d tha t EFCA ha d a ske d its  me mbe rs  to "volunta rily

19 provide  any infonna tion in the ir possess ion tha t would be  responsive  to the  Data  Request. In response

20 to its  outreach to members, EFCA learned tha t only one  EFCA member had any infonnation responsive

21 to the Data Request."]60

22 30. On July 14, 2016, SSVEC, EFCA, and S ta ff filed the ir Opening Brie fs , and on August

23 5, 2016, Reply Brie fs  were  filed.

24 31. S S VEC is  a  non-profit, me mbe r-owne d, e le ctric dis tribution coope ra tive  providing

25 service  to approximate ly 58,000 customers in Cochise , Santa  Cnlz, Pima and Graham counties .

26 32. SSVEC's current ra tes  were  established in Decision No. 74381 (March 19, 2014), using

27 1

28
159 SSVEC has not stated whether the subpoenas were responded to.
mo Letter Hom Rose Law Group to Crockett Law Group, dated June 9, 2016.
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I
I

In the test year, SSVEC had adjusted operating revenues of $97,703,142, and adjusted

I

1 the  s treamlined applica tion process  under A.A.C. R14-2-107.

2 33. For purpose s  of this  proce e ding, the  Coope ra tive  a nd S ta ff re a che d a n a ccord tha t

3 SSVEC's  fa ir va lue  of the  Coopera tive 's  jurisdictiona l ra te  base  for the  te s t yea r is  $208,373,755 No

4 pa rty obje cte d to the  a gre e d FVRB. We  concur with the  pa rtie s  tha t for purpose s  of this  ra te  ca se ,

5 SSVEC's  FVRB is  s208,373s755.

6 I 34 .

7 ope ra ting income  of $l0,187,833, re sulting in a  ra te  of re turn on its  FVRB of 1.95 pe rcent.

8 35. In the test year, the  Cooperative had a  capita l structure  consisting of 63.50 percent long-

9 tenn debt and 36.50 pe rcent equity. SSVEC's  DSC is  1.85 and its  TIER is  2.20.

10 36. A ra te  of re turn of 6.41 percent is  just and reasonable .

l l 37. It is  re a sona ble  to a uthorize  a n incre a se  in S S VEC's  gros s  re ve nue  re quire me nt of

1 2 $3,171 ,421, a n incre a s e  ove r te s t ye a r re ve nue s  of3.25 pe rce nt.

13 3 8 . It is  re a s o n a b le  to  u p d a te  th e  b a s e  c o s t o f p o we r b a s e d  o n  a c tu a l c o s ts  p r io r  to

14 establishing new rates. The base cost of power of $0.065857 is just and reasonable .

15 ' 39. The  s ta nda rd Re s ide ntia l, Re s ide ntia l TOU, Re s ide ntia l Auxilia ry S e rvice , Ge ne ra l

16 S e rvice , Ge ne ra l S e rvice  TOU, Unme te re d S e rvice , La rge  P owe r, La rge  P owe r TOU, Indus tria l,

17 Irriga tion, Irriga tion Loa d Fa ctor, Controlle d Fa ctor Irriga tion, Inte rruptible  Irriga tion, S e curity

18 Lighting, and Street Lighting ra te  schedules are  reasonable  and shall be  adopted.

19 40. It is  reasonable  to require  SSVEC to continue  to offe r its  TOU ta riffs  to its  customers .

20 41. It is  reasonable  to a llow SSVEC to implement a ll authorized ra tes and charges indicated

2 1 he re in .

22 Be ca us e  the  incre a s e  in re ve nue s  due  to the  a dditiona l a uthorize d ra te  ca s e  e xpe ns e  a nd

23 the  re ve nue s  tha t we re  origina lly inte nde d to be  ge ne ra te d through Re s ide ntia l DG ra te s  a re  not

24 re flected in the  ra te  schedules , the  lis ted bill impacts  a re  approximate .

25 43. It is  reasonable  to require  SSVEC to files  new ra te  schedules  upda ting the  bill impacts

26 I and proofs  of revenue  tha t conform to our authoriza tions here in.

27 44. It is  reasonable  to hold the  ne t me te ring and ra te  des ign portion of this  docke t for the

28 Re s ide ntia l cla s se s  ope n for a  s e cond pha se  of this  proce e ding to comme nce  shortly following the

42.

1

U

4 1 DECISION no.I



' 1

DOCKET NO. E-01575A-15-0312

1

2

3

4

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

conclusion of the VOS docket in order that the findings in that docket can be applied to SSVEC's net

metering tariffs .

45. Until the conclusion of the second phase of this proceeding, and future order of the

Commission, it is reasonable to treat DG customers the same as non-DG customers in terms of rate

5 options.

6 46. The Company's proposed April 15, 2015, date for determining which DG customers

7 shall be subject to newly proposed rate options or net metering treatment is not reasonable. Going

8 forward, any DG customer who tiles an interconnection agreement prior to the effective date of a

9 Decision in phase two of this proceeding shall be treated the same as a DG customer who filed for

10 interconnection prior to that date .

l l 47. It is reasonable to require SSVEC to file Plans of Administration for its Power Cost

12 Adjustor, Demand Side Management Adjustor, and its Renewable Energy Standard Tariff Surcharge

13 Adjustor for review and approval by the Commission.

14 48. It is reasonable to require SSVEC file a new implementation plan for its Demand Side

15 Management Adjustor in accordance with A.A.C. R14-2-2418(B), no later than June l, 2017, and

16 should include an adjustor reset for review and approval by the Commission.

17 49. It is reasonable to eliminate the requirement that SSVEC submit a TOU analysis.

18 50. It is reasonable to approve the changes to the Services Charges and Service Conditions,

19 attached to the Rebuttal Testimony of David Hedrick, Rebuttal Exhibits DWH-1 and DWH-3, as

20 modified by Staff.

21

22 1. SSVEC is a public service corporation within the meaning of the Arizona Constitution,

23 and A.R.S. §§ 40-203, -204, -221, -250 arid -361.

24 2. The Commission has jurisdiction over SSVEC and the subject matter of the Rate

25 Application.

26 3.

27 4.

28 5.

Notice  of the  Ra te  Applica tion a nd he a ring wa s  provide d in a ccorda nce  with the  la w.

S S VEC's  FVRB is  $208,373,755.

The  ra tes  and charges  authorized he re in a re  jus t and reasonable  and should be  approved.
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ORDER1

2 IT IS  THEREFORE ORDERED tha t S ulfur S prings  Va lle y Ele ctric  Coope ra tive , Inc . s ha ll

3 file, within 30 days of the effective date of this Decision, a revised schedule of rates and charges

4 consistent with the discussion herein, a typical bill analysis, and a proof of revenue showing that based

5 on the adjusted test year level of sales, the revised rates will produce no more than the authorized

6 increase in gross revenues.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the revised schedule of rates and charges shall be effective

8 for all services provided on and alter the first billing cycle of November 2016, and shall remain in

9 effect until further order of the Commission.

10 I IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the net metering and residential and residential DG rate

ll design portion of this docket shall remain open.

12 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that phase two of this proceeding to consider any proposed

13 changes to Sulfur Springs Valley Electric Cooperative, Inc.'s net metering tariffs and proposed rate

14 options for Residential and Residential DG customers shall commence shortly after the issuance of the

15 Decision in the VOS docket.

l6 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Sulphur Springs Valley Electric Cooperative, Inc. shall notify

17 _its  a ffe cte d cus tome rs  of the  re vise d sche dule s  of ra te s  a nd cha rge s  a uthorize d he re in by me a ns  of a n

18 | insert in its next regularly scheduled bill and posting on its website, in a form acceptable to the

19 Conlmission's Utilities Division.

20 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Sulphur Springs Valley Electric Cooperative, Inc. shall

21 provide written notice to customers affected by the implementation of the Residential Auxiliary Service

22 tariff with an explanation of the effects of the change. The notice should include an explanation of the

23 grounds for refusal for establishment of service pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-203(C)(l).

24 I IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Sulphur Springs Valley Electric Cooperative, Inc. shall

25 provide written notice to customers affected by the elimination of the General Service RV Park tariff

26 and being moved to the Large Power tariff; with an explanation of the effects of the change. The notice

27 should include an explanation of the grounds for refusal for establishment of service pursuant to A.A.C.

28 R14-2-203(C)(l).

7
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1 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t S ulphur S prings  Va lle y Ele ctric Coope ra tive , Inc. s ha ll

2 provide  written notice  to cus tomers  a ffected by the  e limina tion of the  Seasona l Power Se rvice  ta riff, if

3 any, and be ing moved to the  Large  Power ta riff, with an explana tion of the  e ffects  of the  change . The

4 notice  should include  an explana tion of the  grounds for re fusa l for es tablishment of se rvice  pursuant to

5 A.A.C. R14-2-203(C)(1).

6 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t S ulphur S prings  Va lle y Ele ctric Coope ra tive , Inc. s ha ll

7 continue  to offe r time -of-use  ra te s  to its  cus tomers .

8  I IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the  Service  Charges and Service Conditions changes a ttached

9 to the  Re butta l Te s timony of Da vid He drick, Re butta l Exhibits  DWH-1 a nd DWH-3, a s  modifie d by

10 S ta ff, a re  a pprove d, a nd S ulfur S prings  Va lle y Ele ctric Coope ra tive , Inc. s ha ll file  with Docke t

l l Control revised Service  Charges and Service  Conditions consistent with this  Decision, as a  compliance

12 item in this  docke t, within 30 days  of the  e ffective  da te  of this  Decis ion.

13 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t S ulphur S prings  Va lle y Ele ctric Coope ra tive , Inc. sha ll tile

14 comprehens ive  P lans  of Adminis tra tion for its  three  adjus tor mechanisms.

15 I IT IS  FURTHUR ORDERED tha t S ulphur S prings  Va lle y Ele ctric Coope ra tive , Inc. sha ll file

16 a  new implementa tion plan for its  Demand Side  Management Adjustor in accordance  with A.A.C. R14-

17 2-2418(B), no la te r than June  1, 2017, which sha ll include  an adjus tor re se t.

18 IT IS  FURTHER ORDERED tha t the  time-of-use  ra te  ana lys is  directed in Decis ion No. 73349

19 (modifying De cis ion No. 71274) is  e limina te d.

2 0 . .  |

21 ...
22 |  |  |

23| _ _ _

24 .. n

2 5 . . .

2 6 . . .

27 . u .

28

44 DECIS ION no.



CHAIRMAN LITTLE COMMISSIONER STUMP

P

1

» DOCKETNO. E-015'/5A-15-0312

1 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that in its next rate application, the cost of service study for the

2 Residential Auxiliary Rate Schedule customers shall be included as part of the Residential Class, rather

3 than the General Service class, and die General Service RV Parks Rate Schedule customers shall be

4 included as part of the Large Power class, rather than the General Service class.

5 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Decision shall become effective immediately.

6 _l BY ORDER OF THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION.
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COMMISSIONER FORESE COMMISSIONER Tfiism COMMISSiONER BURNS

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 1,  JODI A. JERICH, Executive
Director of the Arizona Corporation Commission, have hereunto
set my hand and caused the official seal of the Commission to be
a f f ix ed  a t  t he Capitol, i n  t h e  C i t y  o f  P h o e n i x , this

day of _ _ 2016.

Joni A. JERIEH -
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

DISSENT

DISSENT
BM/rt
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3

4

5

6

7

8

I Je ffrey W. Crocke tt
CROCKET LAW GROUP  P LLC
2198 E. Camelback Road, Suite  305
Phoenix, AZ 85016
Attorne y for S ulphur S prings  Va lle y Ele ctric
Coopera tive , Inc.
je ff@ je ffQpcke ttla w.com
kchapman@ssvec.com

`Cons ented to Service  by Email

Thomas  A. Loquvam
Thomas S. Mum aw
Me lis sa  M. Krue ge r
P innacle  West Capita l Corpora tion
PO Box 53999, MS 8695
Phoenix, AZ 85072-3999
Attorneys  for Arizona  Public Se rvice  Company
Thomas .Loquvam@pinn41e we s t.com
Melissa.KrL1eger@pinna _west.com
Cons ented to Service  by Email

9

10

Ke rri Ca me s
ARIZONA P UBLIC S ERVICE COMP ANY
p. 0. BOX 53999, MS 8695
Phoenix, AZ 85072

11

Garry D. Hays
LAW OFFICES  OF GARRY D. HAYS , P C
2198 East Camelback Road, Suite  305
Phoenix, AZ 85016
Attorne y for the  Arizona  S ola r De ployme nt
Allia nce

12

13

14

Tom Han'is , Cha irman
Arizona  Sola r Energy Indus trie s  Associa tion
2122 W. Lone  Cactus  Dr., Suite  2
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Cons ented to Service  by Email
15

16

Ja nice  M. Alwa rd, Chie f Council
Le ga l Divis ion
ARIZONA CORP ORATION COMMIS S ION
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona  85007
ia lward@azcc.gov
rgeake@azcc.gov
wvancleve@az gov
mfinica l@ a zccgov
tbroderick@a;_cc.gov
Cons ented to Service  by Email

17

18

Michae l W. Pa tten
S NELL & WILMER LLP
One Arizona  Center
400 East Van Buren Street
Phoenix, AZ 85004
Attorneys  for Trico Electric Coope ra tive , Inc.

Court s. Rich
ROSE LAW GROUP PC
7144 E. Stetson Dr., Suite 300
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
Attorneys for EFCA
crich@1o§e1awgroup.con3
Consented to Service by Email
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